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ABSTRACT 
There exists a considerable abundance of research focusing on the determinants of 
attitudes towards police. However, relatively little attention has been paid to the 
determinants of attitudes towards racial profiling. This thesis seeks to examine the influence 
of several potential determinants of attitudes towards racial profiling, specifically whether 
racial profiling is widespread, justified, and personal experience with profiling. The potential 
determinants of these attitudes include race, religion, and friendship with a member of the 
police force. The data used in this thesis are from a New York City Police Department Poll 
conducted in early 2001, which includes 721 New York City residents. Binary logistic 
regression was used to evaluate the effect of the three hypothesized determinants on attitudes 
in three separate models. Race was the strongest predictor of such attitudes with significant 
effects in all three models, while religion and friendship had significant effects in only one of 
the three models. 
1 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Criminal profiling is a widely accepted and practiced form of policing, a practice that 
uses behavior and personality to apprehend criminals. Racial profiling is a separate and 
increasingly controversial police practice. The racial profile has been around for centuries, 
including profiling of Chinese as opium addicts during the early 1900's in America (Hanson, 
Venturelli, and Fleckenstein 2002) and the profile and internment of Japanese Americans 
during World War II (Malkin 2004). Racial profiling gained some notoriety and public 
recognition during the "war on drugs" and the "war on terror" as immigrants and certain 
ethnicities were associated with drug dealers and terrorists. 
During the 1980's Bob Vogel of the Florida Highway Patrol began to make large 
quantity drug busts in Florida using his list of "cumulative similarities" also known as his 
"drug courier profile" (Harris 2002). His profile included such behaviors as driving overly 
cautious and intentionally avoiding looking at the patrol cars prior to a stop. Alone these 
characteristics would comprise a valid profile, but Vogel also included race, specifically 
African Americans, in his profile. As Sheriff of Volusia County Florida, Vogel's methods 
came under attack when it was discovered that 75% of people stopped along I-95 were 
African American, while African Americans comprised 5% of I-95 drivers. 
Racial profiling came into the limelight again Post-9/11 when it was revealed that 
Arabic and Islamic Americans were the target of a new terrorist profile. This new profile 
was similar to the 1960's and early 70's profile designed to prevent aircraft hijacking. The 
practice of profiling disproportionately affects minority citizens; racial profiling stops 
minorities unnecessarily and some would say violates the civil rights of the groups and 
individuals targeted. 
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For some the distinction between the criminal and racial profiling practices is not 
clear, partly because the definition of what consists of racial profiling has come under 
considerable debate (See Melchers 2003, Gabor 2004, Gold 2003, Wortley and Tanner 
2003). While debate surrounds the definition of racial profiling, Harris (2002:11) set a 
widely accepted definition. Harris' distinguishes criminal profiling from racial profiling, 
criminal profiling is the "set of personal and behavioral characteristics associated with 
particular offenses that police use to predict who may commit crimes in the future, or identify 
what type of person may have committed a particular crime for which no credible suspect has 
been identified or eye-witness description provided." Criminal profiling only becomes racial 
profiling when without a credible suspect the profile includes race, nationality, or religion, 
when a credible suspect whose skin color is known with some confidence, inclusion of racial 
criteria is not racial profiling. 
Not only has there been debate on the definition of racial profiling but there has been 
considerable debate surrounding the existence of racial profiling. The debate focuses on the 
appropriate methods to study the phenomenon, and whether the findings represent racial 
profiling or appropriate criminal profiling. Much of this debate surrounds which statistical 
benchmark to compare with traffic stop data. 
Debate aside, many citizens report being the target of racial profiling. Reitzel, Rice, 
and Piquero (2004) suggest that while it is important to study the evidence, the evidence is 
overshadowed by the very fact that citizens believe racial profiling is occurring. The 
perception of citizens that they are the target of racial profiling has serious implications. 
Perceptual and actual racial profiling calls the legitimacy of law enforcement officials and 
the state into question. This might have dangerous and disruptive repercussions. Perceptions 
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influence citizen attitudes and in turn attitudes influence personal interactions. Attitudes on 
racial profiling can predispose citizens towards resistant responses in an encounter with the 
police. Therefore, it is important to continuously examine profiling for some of the same 
reasons that it is important to track other instances of discrimination and the perception that 
they are common. In this instance, research on racial profiling in police decisions has a 
monitoring function which serves to check government practices and research on perceptions 
of profiling potentially tracks an important and consequential public opinion. Weitzer and 
Tuch (2005) suggest the "perception of police practices as unfair or as racially motivated 
may lead to more frequent and severe confrontations between police and citizens and to 
greater distrust of the police." Additionally, the perception of being racially profiled has 
health implications such as psychological distress and physical ailments (Arrington 2002). 
Whatever the findings in the study of racial profiling, it is one area where continual 
investigation is necessary. 
Importance of Integrating Attitudes and Racial Profiling 
Attitudinal research indicates certain attributes correlated with differences in attitudes 
relevant to perceptions of profiling. These differences exist in regards to racial group, social 
class, and gender in attitudes toward multiple issues including gender stratification, racial 
attitudes, and other aspects of public opinion (Kane 1992, Hughes and Tuch 2003, Schuman, 
Steeh, Bobo and Krysan 1997). Some of these differences have been found concerning racial 
profiling, while others such as a class effect have not yet been fully investigated. In fact, 
Brown and Benedict (2002:564) suggest, "there is no consensus as to which combinations of 
variables explain the greatest variance in attitudes toward the police." While there is no 
consensus on which variables explain the most in attitudes toward the police there is 
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extensive literature documenting the effects of the different variables, but the findings are 
mixed (Brown and Benedict 2002). While Brown and Benedict's statement refers 
specifically to the police, the same maybe said about attitudes towards racial profiling. 
Attitudes in general are important because they can influence the response and 
behavior toward an attitude object. Attitudes specifically towards police can alter the 
dynamics of police work and are of themselves significant. Attitudes on racial profiling can 
predispose citizens towards certain responses in an encounter with the police or lower 
support for the police. People treated fairly by police, in previous encounters, are more likely 
to express favorable opinions of the police (Weitzer and Tuch 2004). Previous experience 
such as being a crime victim may also influence attitudes towards racial profiling. 
Understanding the determinants of attitudes, especially negative attitudes, towards police 
practices assists the police in countering negative perceptions and improving citizen/police 
relations. Huo and Tyler (2002) studied reactions of ethnic and racial groups to legal 
authorities in California. Their study focused on how ethnic groups experienced face-to-face 
interactions with authorities and how their perceptions of those experiences shaped their 
evaluation of the authorities. Based on respondent's most recent encounters with the 
authorities, Hispanics and Blacks reported lower levels of satisfaction with their interactions 
with authorities and were less willing to comply in interactions with authorities, especially 
the police. This demonstrates a need for further integration of the attitudinal and racial 
profiling literature. 
Purpose of this Study 
My thesis examines the influence of experiential, ethnic and control variables on 
attitudes toward racial profiling. In part, it is my aim to merge the attitudinal literature with 
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that of racial profiling to determine where significant "attitude gaps" apply to perceptions of 
racial profiling. Another goal of this research is to explore the explanatory power of 
variables affecting attitudes towards police use of racial profiling and which rank as the most 
influential. A unique feature of this thesis is the inclusion of Hispanic and "other" racial 
groups. Previous research has been limited solely to either Hispanic/Non-Hispanic 
dichotomy or Black, White, Hispanic variables. This study integrates more specific racial and 
ethnic categories. 
Previous research on racial profiling has ignored the influence of having a friendship 
or familial relationship with the police. The personalization model of self-categorization 
theory and the contact hypothesis suggests getting to know the out-group members as 
individuals helps disconfirm stereotypes and perceived homogeneity of the out-group 
(Forsyth 2006). Following the logic of the personalization model, individuals with a 
personalized bond to the police would be less likely to hold negative attitudes towards police 
use of racial profiling. 
Further, racial profiling research has generally ignored religion as both a possible 
influence of attitudes and as a control (Kim 2004). Nearly 77% of Americans believe 
religion is important in their lives while 3 5 % of believe religion provides a great deal of 
guidance in their day-to-day lives CANES 2004). Since most mainstream religions speak out 
against racial prejudice and call for understanding and fair treatment of others, it is expected 
that participants in these religions would view racial profiling in terms of racial prejudice and 
be against the practice on moral grounds. 
In order to document these effects, I intend to first provide a brief literature review of 
issues regarding racial profiling and attitudes. These issues include the definition of racial 
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profiling, empirical documentation of the existence of racial profiling, and a review of the 
research on attitudes towards racial profiling. I will then analyze the data to document the 
impact of a wide range of variables on attitudes toward the police and toward racial profiling. 
Thesis Organization 
This thesis includes five chapters. Chapter One provided an integral introduction to 
the general topic of racial profiling and the purpose of this thesis, while Chapter Two is 
broken into five sections of prior research integral to understanding racial profiling. 
The first section of Chapter Two addresses the current debate on the definition of 
racial profiling. Much of this debate focuses on to what extent race and ethnicity can be 
included in law enforcement practices before it is considered racial profiling. The second 
section focuses on research that empirical documents racial profiling and the problems 
involved with the measurement of racial profiling. The third section of Chapter Two focuses 
on prior research on the topic of general attitudes towards the police, while the fourth and 
final section of Chapter Two reviews prior research attitudes towards racial profiling. This 
section includes not only a review of attitudes towards racial profiling but the detailed 
hypotheses, and supporting research, intended for study in this thesis. 
Chapter Three describes this study's survey data set and the methodological approach 
to analysis. I describe the coding of important study variables and the use of binary logistical 
regression models in order to assess the differential impact on perceptions of racial profiling. 
Chapter Four discusses the findings of the logistic regression models. This chapter 
includes discussion of the differential impact of race, experience, and demographics on 
attitudes towards racial profiling. As it turns out, several of the theorized factors influence 
perceptions of racial profiling while others, such as religion, do not. 
Chapter Five provides a summary of the findings and conclusions regarding these 
findings. The chapter finishes with a discussion of the importance of race, religion, and 
friendship in future research of attitudes towards racial profiling. Further, this discussion 
includes the implications of ignoring the diversity and complexity within current racial 
categories and religions and the affect this has on attitudes. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 
Racial Profiling Definition 
Racial profiling is a topic surrounded by controversy. The topic generates 
controversy around whether the practice occurs and also controversy around the definition of 
racial profiling. The Toronto Star created a heated debate in October of 2002 when the 
newspaper published a series of articles criticizing the Toronto police of racial profiling. The 
Star's analysis of Toronto police data found that Blacks are disproportionately represented in 
traffic stops, ticketing, and arrests in the Toronto area (Toronto Star 2002). The Star's 
analysis pointed to racial profiling as the cause of the disproportionate representation of 
minorities in the data, which was defined as "the practice of targeting racial minorities on the 
assumption they commit more crimes" (Toronto Star 2002). The article sparked a large 
debate between the public, the police, and the newspaper. The debate also created a stir in 
the Canadian criminological community. Criminologists debated publicly the definition of 
racial profiling and the validity of the Star's study writing both editorials and scholarly 
articles (Papp and Duncanson 2003, Gold 2003, Toronto Star 2002). 
Part of this debate begins with an attempt by Wortley and Tanner (2003) to counter a 
claim by Harvey (2003) that racial profiling does not exist in the Toronto area arrest data and 
asserted that the original Star research would "enter the junk science hall of fame" (Wortley 
and Tanner 2003:369). Harvey's claim that racial profiling is not apparent in the data is 
based partially on the Toronto Star's use of census data as a population benchmark instead of 
actual driving population while Wortley and Tanner (2003) question Harvey's lack of a 
definition of racial profiling, methods of eliminating multiple offenders, and the lack of 
concrete evidence resulting from a analysis and methods which seem to have never been 
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made publicly available by Harvey. To correct for Harvey's lack of racial profiling 
definition Wortley and Tanner create a broad definition of racial profiling which states that 
racial profiling is "typically defined as a racial disparity in police stop and search practices, 
racial differences in customs searches at airports and border-crossings, increased police 
patrols in racial minority neighborhoods and undercover activities, or sting operations that 
selectively target particular ethnic groups" (Wortley and Tanner 2003:369). According to 
their definition racial profiling is associated with bias in the police investigation and not in 
arrest decisions or treatment after arrest, instead profiling is an act that occurs before arrest. 
This definition further broadens the racial profiling definition by including not only traffic 
stops but a wide range of law enforcement and various public safety agents including mall 
and airport security. 
In the debate, Thomas Gabor (2004) takes a narrow approach to defining racial 
profiling. Gabor (2004:457) describes profiling as a "form of racial bias whereby citizens are 
stopped, questioned, searched, or even arrested on the basis of their minority status per se, 
rather than due to a demonstrated, elevated risk of lawbreaking." Gabor's definition allows 
for policing minorities because of a belief in or a real difference in offending rates. This 
definition essentially allows race to be included in a criminal profile based on differing rates 
of crime across racial groups. Gabor (2004) also criticizes Wortley and Tanner's (2002) 
definition as to broad and because it fails to distinguish legitimate practices from those based 
on bias, such as increased policing of an area where communities members seek the 
additional protection. 
Alan Gold (2003) identifies racial profiling as criminal profiling based upon the sole 
characteristic of race. Racial profiling hence is "an attempt to identify previously undetected 
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criminals based upon the single factor of race" (Gold 2003 :3 94). Gold emphasizes that using 
a legitimate suspect description, involving the race of a suspect, is not racial profiling. Under 
this definition policing on elevated risk of offending, such as higher crime rates suggested by 
Gabor (2004), is not a valid policing technique. 
Since 2002, the debate over a racial profiling definition has decreased with the release 
of David Harris' book P~ofzle in Injustice. Now a more widely accepted, at least among 
American scholars, definition of racial profiling is the one set by Harris (See Amnesty 
International 2004 or ACLU 2005). According to Harris' definition racial profiling can 
occur when race and ethnicity are included in a criminal profile. Criminal profiling is the 
"set of personal and behavioral characteristics associated with particular offenses that police 
use to predict who may commit crimes in the future, or identify what type of person may 
have committed a particular crime for which no credible suspect has been identified or eye-
witness description provided." (Harris 2002:11). Criminal profiling may be a suspect 
description from a crime scene witness or maybe based on the recognition that offenders of a 
particular type or committing crime in a particular way share characteristics and other 
behaviors in common. The practice of criminal profiling is a widely accepted police tactic to 
apprehend suspects and is most recognizable by the general public in the case of serial killer 
profiles. Racial profiling occurs when without a credible suspect the profile includes race, 
nationality, or religion. 
Existence of Racial Profiling 
An important aspect of the racial profiling debate is whether the practice of racial 
profiling occurs. Many studies have attempted to demonstrate the existence of such a 
practice but findings vary widely. One of the main critiques of the research includes the 
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statistical benchmark problem, known as the "base rate problem." The other problem is a 
lack of knowing whether racial groups' crime commission rates vary and lead to greater 
arrests or whether certain groups' are targeted by the police. 
The base rate problem is the question of which figures to compare the traffic stop data 
to (Engel, Calnon, and Bernard 2002). Some studies have used population data and others 
have used the number of licensed drivers in a particular area to determine the proportion of a 
racial group that is being stopped. One problem is these figures do not document the number 
of actual drivers of specific groups moving through the sample area. Both common statistics 
fail to include persons that make a daily commute or are traveling through the sample areas. 
The Racial Profiling Data Collection Resource Center suggests the use of several 
benchmarks in studying racial profiling data. The Center suggests the use of population data 
when an area experiences low traffic flow from outside or when all stops can be partitioned 
to include only residents of the area. A modified population estimate is another possible 
benchmark which would include a city's surrounding areas and therefore includes 
commuters, but Resource Center suggests intervening variables such as time of day and 
locations are problematic in developing such a benchmark. A third benchmark suggested by 
the Resource Center is to conduct traffic surveys, similar to Lamberth (1994), using 
observers to note the race of passengers as vehicles pass by. The Resource Center also 
suggests using internal benchmarks such as analyzing individual officer's or units' stop data 
over time or analyzing data from multiple units that patrol the same location (RPDCRC 
2005). 
Another problem is much of the racial profiling research fails to examine whether 
different groups have differing rates or severity of committing the violation in question (U.S. 
12 
GAO 2000). The question arises whether a particular group commits more of a certain 
violation and therefore is arrested more for the violation or whether the particular group is 
targeted by police. Recognizing that there are potential flaws in the research, the following is 
a brief review of the literature attempting to empirically document racial profiling. 
Lamberth (1994) conducted some of the earliest studies specifically addressing what 
would eventually be termed racial profiling. Lamberth's study, which took place along the 
southern end of the New Jersey turnpike, had three phases of data collection. The first phase 
was the observation of drivers' race; the second documented whether drivers were speeding, 
and the final phase received records from New Jersey State Police herein NJSP. The first 
phase of data collection in Lamberth's study documented 42,706 cars traveling the turnpike. 
Of these cars 14% were driven by an African American or had an African American 
occupant. Nearly 76% of the cars were registered out of state. This data documented the 
proportion of the population of racial groups traveling the turnpike used for the base 
comparison. 
The second phase of the study documented speeders by setting the cruise control at 
five mph above the speed limit and documented anyone who passed the researcher's vehicle. 
A total of 1,768 cars were documented and 98% were classified as speed violators (5 mph 
over). Of the 1,768, 15%were either driven or occupied by an African American. This was 
intended to document the rate at which the different racial groups violate the law and whether 
the proportion is greater or lesser than the racial groups' representation on the turnpike. 
The third phase collected 2,974 highway traffic stop surveys and analyzed 1,128 
randomly selected cases. Combining the three data sources Lamberth found that 35% of 
drivers stopped were African American and 78% of those arrested were African American, 
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unfortunately race was not recorded in 69% of the stops. These data indicate 
overrepresentation of African Americans in stops and arrests but due to several problems this 
study cannot be said to definitively document racial profiling by the NJSP. These problems 
include the fact that for only 31 %was the race of the driver actually noted in NJSP data. 
Another problem was the use of data from different time periods. The first and second 
phases of collection were conducted in 1993 while the third phase data comes from randomly 
selected days of the 1988 and 1991 NJSP traffic surveys. Despite these limitations 
Lamberth's study provided an original and unique contribution to the study of racial 
profiling. 
In another study in Maryland, conducted by Lamberth (1996), traffic stops along I-95 
in Maryland were examined. In this study Lamberth attempted to document the racial 
distribution of drivers stopped, drivers searched, all drivers on I-95, and drivers who violated 
traf~ c law. Lamberth once again employed the rolling survey in which Lamberth's team 
documented the race of drivers and the race of those who violated the law. Once again 
violators were classified as those who passed the research vehicle. 5,700 cars were counted 
and 17% of drivers were African American and 76%were white. This data set a baseline of 
racial makeup of highway motorists. 
Again, Lamberth obtained data from the state patrol, in this case the Maryland State 
Patrol, for this particular section of I-95 that included traffic stops, searches, and drug arrests 
from searches. In this particular segment, the state patrol recorded 11,823 stops between 
May and September 1997, 29% were African American, 2% Hispanic, S% other, and 64% of 
motorists were White. Using a sample from January 1995 to September 1997 along this 
section of highway, 956 cars were stopped and searched, 71 % of motorists were African 
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American, 6% Hispanic, 2% other, and 21 %White. Compared to the 17% of the I-95 
driving population African American are disproportionately stopped (29%) and searched 
(71 %) however this study experiences many of the same problems the original study suffered 
from including the use of stop data from different years. 
Smith and Petrocelli (2001) conducted a similar study which collected official police 
traffic stop records. Prior to Smith and Petrocelli's (2001: S) research many racial profiling 
studies had been descriptive and few were subject to peer review. Smith and Petrocelli also 
attempt to address the issue of whether officer race has an effect on stops of citizens by race. 
This study draws data from Richmond's Department of Information Technology which 
recorded all the reported data from officer's mobile computers. This study uses the data from 
4,329 traffic stops conducted between February 14th and March 31St 2000. For a comparison 
population Smith and Petrocelli use 1990 U.S. census data information on the city's 
population over 16 years old, the states legal driving age. Smith and Petrocelli analysis 
provides findings similar to those of Lamberth, which is minorities, are stopped more 
frequently than their percent of the population. African Americans in particular make up 
64.2% of the stops but only 51 % of the over 16 population. Comparing all census tracts 
African American stops were 46% higher than the stop rate for Whites. Further, an increase 
in African American population within the census tract did not show an increase for the 
African American stop rate. This finding counters spatial theories that police beats are 
deployed more in minority communities. 
Smith and Petrocelli (2001) also evaluate motorist race and the decision to search. 
Out of the traffic stops conducted during the set timeframe, 211 searches were performed. 
8.3 % of minorities were searched and 7.1 % of whites were searched, although this was not a 
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significant difference. This is in contrast to Lamberth's (1996) study which found African 
American's represented a large percentage (71 %) of those motorists searched while 
representing a small percentage (17%) of the driving population. 
The question then as posed by the "base rate problem" is whether minorities are 
performing more serious violations of the law than whites. Smith and Petrocelli address this 
question by analyzing the types of searches performed on citizens. These searches include 
consent, incident to arrest, inventory, and pat-down searches. Their analysis shows that 
Whites are more likely to be subject to consent and pat-down searches, while minorities are 
more likely to have searches performed incident to arrest and as vehicle inventory. It must 
be noted that 71.1 % of minority motorists stopped were searched and 78.5% of the total 
criminal arrests performed during the searches were minority motorists/passengers. 
Minorities' drivers overall were less likely to experience a consent search. One possible 
explanation for this difference maybe due to levels of police trust; minorities hold less 
favorable views of the police and report lower levels of trust. Therefore, minority motorists 
maybe less likely to give consent to the police to perform a search. Another explanation, 
proffered by Smith and Petrocelli (2001), lies in the street level drug market of Richmond. 
Street drug dealing in Richmond is concentrated in minority areas and the police in these 
areas tend to be suspicious of Whites driving through the area. White traf~ c stops in these 
areas are common and often come with the request of a search. 
As noted minorities made up a large percentage of citizens arrested during searches 
(78.5%), overall minorities made up 62.9% of motorists ticketed and arrested. Smith and 
Petrocelli performed a logistic regression in an attempt to discover what variables produce 
this large difference in white/minority arrests. This regression found the following 
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significant predictors; Part I crime rate of area where stop occurred, officer race, driver year 
of birth, driver race, and officer years of service. The strongest variable in the analysis 
determining arrest was indeed a driver's race; a minority driver actually decreased the odds 
of arrest by a third. There are many possible explanations for this difference including 
subject reactivity and weak evidence in stops of minorities. Unfortunately, factors such as 
demeanor, vehicle SES, violation seriousness, or possession of contraband were not included 
in the model. 
The use of pretext for the stops of minority drivers is consistent with the practice of 
racial profiling, but the officer's reasoning for the stop was not recorded in this study, 
therefore overt racial profiling cannot be assessed. Instead, this study merely documents a 
disparity in the percentage of minorities stopped versus Whites. 
Petrocelli, Piquero, and Smith (2002) reanalyzed the Richmond data originally used 
by Smith and Petrocelli (2001). This analysis looked at what degree racial and 
socioeconomic variables influenced stop, search, and arrests in the Richmond data (Petrocelli 
et al. 2002:7). In predicting the stop rates of police, neither percent African American or 
SES were significant. Only Part I crime rate was significant for stop rates. Areas with high 
Part I crimes experienced a greater number of police stops. 
In regards to predicting a search after a stop only percent African American 
population was significant, meaning searches were more likely in census tracts with high 
percentages of African American residents. In the final analysis the stops resulting in arrests 
were regressed on their six predictor variables; black, other, poverty, unemployment, income, 
and part I crime rate. In this model, percent African American and Part I crimes were 
significantly related to arrests. However, the two were inversely correlated indicating that in 
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largely African American census tracts the possibility of arrest is lower and the same occurs 
with high Part I crime areas. Petrocelli et al. (2002) indicate the higher odds of African 
American searches but lower odds of arrests from stops maybe due to either officer's general 
perceptions of African Americans or even a differential response to the type of 
neighborhood. African American's may experience greater odds of search but as officers are 
overly suspicious in high crime/high minority areas, but as Smith and Petrocelli theorized 
these searches may not yield the evidence needed for arrest due to officer suspicion. 
From data collected from ninety-two Missouri municipalities with driving-age 
population over 5,000 Rojek, Rosenfeld, and Decker (2004) use a disproportionality index 
(DI) to document over- or under-representation of racial groups in police stops. A DI of one 
is equivalent to no over- or under-representation in stops. This study is unique in the fact it 
compares the stop rates of African Americans, Hispanics, and Whites. Previous studies in 
racial profiling and traffic stops had neglected Hispanics. 
The Rojek et al. (2004) study documented nearly 200,000 stops in which 15,590 
searches and 11,640 arrests were conducted. Rojek et al. (2004) compute the percentage 
equal to the number of searches of a given race divided by the number of persons of that race 
stopped in a given municipality. The percentage is then compared to census data of the 
driving age population in the municipality. This comparison creates a Disproportionality 
Index (DI) where a value of one equals the expected probability of being stopped. Values 
greater than 1 indicate over-representation in stops while values less than one indicate under- 
representation in stops. 
Whites were found to be stopped at a rate appropriate to their percentage of the 
population. The results for African Americans are similar to previous findings, African 
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Americans are stopped at a higher rate, 16% above in this case, than the proportion of the 
population would indicate. Hispanics on the other hand were stopped at a rate 25%below 
the expected rate (Roj ek et al. 2004). In regards to searches and arrests Blacks and Hispanics 
were more likely to be searched and arrested than Whites. Both groups were nearly twice as 
likely as Whites to be searched and arrested. 
A second estimate of driver population is included which accounts for commuters 
through municpalities. This technique provides a more accurate estimate of the 
municipalities driving population. Roj ek et al. (2004) found this imputation data produces 
more accurate estimates of the DI in many municipalities. Although more accurate the 
imputation data made little difference in the DI (Roj ek et al. 2004:143 ). 
Schafer, Carter, and Katz-Bannister (2004) similar to Smith and Petrocelli (2001) 
expand the knowledge on possible racial profiling and minority representation in traffic stops 
by including age and gender in their analysis. Their findings, from officer reported traffic 
data from Central City Police Department, indicate disproportionate search and arrest of 
African-American and Hispanic motorists. With the inclusion of gender, the proportion of 
males searched were two-to-four times higher than the proportion of females (Schafer et al. 
2004:164). Within gender, African-Americans and Hispanics were one and a half to two 
times more likely than Whites to be searched. These findings indicate greater differences in 
male-female rates than racial disparity. In regards to age, Schafer et al. (2004:164) state 
"strong age effects were also noticed" but do provide statistical evidence. This statement 
indicates that disparities in age are prevalent in traffic stops. Schafer et al. (2004:168) also 
discuss and present some results on search and contraband discovery but indicate that they 
"lacked sufficiently rich data to make clear determinations that observed disparities were the 
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product of race-based impropriety in the use of police discretion." Nevertheless, they 
indicate that minorities experienced greater numbers of search incident to arrest. 
For the second straight year San Diego, during 2001, collected data from a vehicle 
stop form San Diego police officers are required to complete. The vehicle stop study of San 
Diego documents a "disproportionate impact," using a Disproportionality Index, of African 
American and Hispanic motorists. Hispanic motorists are 1.24 times more likely to be 
stopped than their proportion of the San Diego population would indicate. This represents a 
drop from 1.44 the previous year. However, this comparison is to San Diego census 
information of the driving age population and does not include undocumented Hispanics and 
drivers in the city from Mexico. Cordner, Williams, and Velasco (2002:9) indicate that 
measures for the actual proportion of Hispanic motorists in San Diego have not been 
successful. African Americans motorists were 1.44 times more likely to be stopped but using 
adjusted data for a decrease in the African American population in San Diego, African 
Americans are over-represented in stops by 1.54. 
African American motorists were twice as likely to be searched as Hispanic motorists 
and 2.5 times more likely to be searched than 'White or Asian motorists. 98% of these 
searches were cited as traffic-related reasons and not related to crime-related information. 
This study, and others like it, cannot document individual prejudice of an officer but can 
document the overrepresentation or lack of minorities in stop data. Some argue 
overrepresentation in stops is evidence of racial profiling (Wortley and Tanner 2003). 
However, the question remains if these disproportionate stops and searches actually represent 
a bias by the police where police are stopping and searching these groups based solely on 
their minority status or some other factor such as differences in rates of violations. In fact, 
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few studies have examined the differences in "law-violating driving behavior" due to race or 
ethnicity (Engel et al. 2002). Even fewer document the overlaps that may exist between 
indicators of traffic and other crimes and race, such as vehicle maintenance and SES out of 
place vehicles. 
As is evidenced from the aforementioned studies, research has failed to document 
racial profiling conclusively. Instead these studies have further deepened the question of 
what is racial profiling methodologically. Racial profiling may be a disproportionate rate of 
traffic stops (Durose, Schmitt, and Langan 2005), stop and frisk (Fagan 2004), use of false 
pretense for stops, or different standards for motorists (Schafer et al. 2004). 
Whether racial profiling can be empirically demonstrated is important but when 
compared to the fact that over 50% of Americans believe the practice is occurring and 42% 
of African Americans believed they had been racially profiled, empirical documentation 
takes a back seat to other policy concerns. Both Roj ek et al. (2004) and Weitzer and Tuch 
(2001) agree that the perception that racial profiling occurs undermines confidence in police 
and the ability of officers to police. Literature in this area addresses the concept of attitude 
and the variables that influence citizen's perceptions of the racial profiling practice and its 
prevalence. 
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Attitudes towards the Police 
Effect of Race and Class 
Studies of trust in government have consistently shown that African Americans are 
generally less trusting of government institutions than whites. African Americans report 
lower levels of satisfaction and trust with police, public schools, garbage collection, and 
parks (Campbell and Schuman 1968). Over 30 years later this racial gap in public trust still 
persists (Howell, Perry, and Vile 2004). Suggested explanations for this continued gap 
include political power differences, socio-economic status, neighborhood contexts, culture, 
family, and geography. 
This trend in lower trust among African Americans towards government institutions 
is reflected in the attitudes towards police (ATP) literature. This body of research indicates 
that African Americans report less favorable views of the police than Whites. But is this 
difference simply a case of African American's holding cynical views towards government 
institutions? Public trust and ATP research indicates that the racial difference is not always a 
Black-White difference in trust and perceptions but a more complex interaction. 
Although the population has a relatively positive perception of the police which is 
beginning to fall (Gallup Poll 2005), African Americans generally view the police less 
favorably than other racial groups and race is consistently a strong predictor of attitudes 
towards the police. Some studies have even gone as far as stating that race is "the best 
predictor of evaluations of police performance" its effects stronger than gender, age, income, 
education, occupation, victimization, and residence (Thomas and Hyman 1977:77). 
However, there are occasionally other studies on race and attitudes toward police that 
show African Americans hold more favorable views of the police than Whites. Frank, 
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Brandl, Cullen, and Stichman (1996) found African Americans in Detroit hold more 
favorable views toward the police than Whites. One offered explanation is based on Detroit's 
population consisting of an African American majority and a largely African American 
police force and mayor. Frank et al. (1996) believe that since Whites are a minority 
population in Detroit they therefore hold a minority viewpoint of the police. Another 
explanation set forth by (Radelet and Carter 1994) is since African Americans constitute a 
large proportion of the victim pool there is a "begrudging reliance" on the police (Sims, 
Hooper, and Peterson 2002:465). Similar to Frank et al. (1996) study of Detroit, Sims et al. 
(2002) find among African Americans in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania African Americans have 
a more positive view of police services. 
Wilson (1978) in his declining significance of race argument wrote that class 
transcends race in determining African American life chances. The question becomes 
whether class differences are the primary determinant of attitudes towards police or whether 
racial differences prevail. Hawkins (1987) theorized that middle class individuals regardless 
of race should hold more favorable views of the working-class or poor, partially because 
class determines the type of interaction held with the police (Weitzer and Tuch 1999). Lower 
socioeconomic-status individuals are more likely to have interactions with the police defined 
by arrest and conflict, while middle class individuals are more likely to have positive 
experiences with the police. Furthermore, middle class individuals are more likely to live in 
low crime areas where police are less intrusive (Weitzer and Tuch 1999). 
However, Massey and Denton (1993) argue that African Americans are increasingly 
separated from their White counterparts. African American middle class neighborhoods are 
still characterized by Black-White disparities evidenced by the lower SES of the 
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neighborhood, higher population density, and closeness to the inner and central city (Massey 
and Denton 1993). The neighborhoods of poor African Americans similarly separated but 
worse off. Not only do they reside in residentially segregated areas but these areas are 
characterized by crime and decay. This physical separation of the races leads to a conclusion 
iri contest with that of Wilson; race, not class, is the main determinant of attitudes. The 
following research addresses the effect of race and class and whether class trumps race. 
Weitzer and Tuch (1999) is one study that investigates race and class in attitudes. 
Their data set consists of three surveys; a 1995 CNN/USA Today/Gallup race relations poll 
of 1,225 respondents, a 1993 CNN/USA Today/Gallup attitudes towards crime poll 
consisting of 1,244 respondents, and a 1995 NBC News/Wall Street Journal race relations 
poll of 1,465 respondents, each of which included an African American over-sample. 
Combining the data Weitzer and Tuch (1999) use five measures of attitudes towards the 
police. These questions included who the respondents thought were treated more harshly by 
the criminal justice system; Whites or Blacks, quality of police protection in White and Black 
neighborhoods, confidence in police to treat Whites and Blacks fairly, whether the 
respondent ever felt treated unfairly by police because of race, and how widespread racism is 
among the police. Independent variables included social class measured by educational 
attainment and family income, age, gender, region, and political party. 
Initial analysis by Weitzer and Tuch (1999) indicates that race in the full sample 
model is the strongest predictor of attitudes towards police. African Americans are more 
likely to evaluate police services negatively and view police as biased. Creating race specific 
models, Weitzer and Tuch (1999) evaluate the combined role of race and class in shaping 
attitudes. Weitzer and Tuch (1999) use education and income to indicate class position. 
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They find that for Whites higher educated Whites are more negative of the police than less 
educated Whites. For African Americans, Higher educated respondents are more negative of 
the police than less educated African Americans. No significant income effects exist for 
either racial group. In support of Massey and Demon's (1993) hypothesis of the primacy of 
race over class, Weitzer and Tuch (1999) find higher educated African Americans are the 
most critical of the police even when compared to highly educated Whites. Higher educated 
African Americans are more likely than higher educated Whites to believe African 
Americans receive harsher treatment by the police and neighborhood police service is 
inferior. 
A similar study by Weitzer and Tuch (2002), using 1999 Gallup data, analyze factors 
that influence perceptions of racial profiling and attitudes towards the police. Their 
predictors of ATP and racial profiling attitudes were racial profiling experience, social class, 
race, gender, age, marital status, employment, and residence. Their questions included items 
that tapped into several aspects of attitudes towards police. The questions asked whether the 
respondent held a favorable view of their local police, state troopers in their area, local police 
in their area, state police in their state, and finally state police in other states. The final 
question tapping attitudes towards police dealt with whether the police deal fairly with 
African Americans in traffic stops. Race and personal experience with profiling were 
identified as the strongest predictors of attitudes. Different than their previous study Weitzer 
and Tuch (2002) found that White's attitudes towards the police do not vary by education. 
On the other hand, higher educated African Americans are more likely than are less educated 
African Americans to disapprove of profiling, believe racial profiling is widespread, and 
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believe they have been personally profiled. These findings further support the argument of 
the primacy of race over class. 
Effect of police contact 
Although only 21 % of Americans have direct contact with the police in a year (BJS 
2005), Americans hold strong opinions of the police. One suggested explanation for the 
racial gap in attitudes towards the police is that African Americans and Hispanics have 
increased likelihood of experiencing negative interactions with the police (Weitzer and Tuch 
2004). Weitzer and Tuch (1999) in a survey of police contact found African Americans were 
five times more likely to report being mistreated by the police. Lundman and Kaufinan 
(2003) addressed the effects of race, ethnicity, and gender on citizen police interaction. They 
utilize the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) section Contacts between the 
Police and the Public: Findings from the 1999 National Sun~ey (CBPP). Selection criteria 
for this study were a reported traffic stop which allowed a sample of 7,034 citizens. Using 
regression Lundman and Kaufinan (2003) found not only are African American and Hispanic 
drivers more likely to be stopped but are significantly less likely than Whites to state that the 
police had a legitimate reason to stop them and were significantly less likely to state the 
police acted properly. 
Perceptions of fairness during a police contact have been found to influence overall 
satisfaction with the police (Weitzer and Tuch 2004). Some studies have found contact with 
tYie police to have a stronger impact on ATP than age, race, or SES (Scaglion and Condon 
1980). A positive experience with the police does not always equal positive attitudes toward 
police (Dean 1980), but low satisfaction with a police encounter does tend to result in less 
favorable evaluations of the police in general (Huebner et al. 2004). Weitzer and Tuch 
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(2002) investigate the effect of perceived racial profiling experience, a negative police 
contact, on attitudes towards the police and perceptions of racial profiling. 
In addition to evaluating race in their 2002 study Weitzer and Tuch (2002) evaluate 
the effects of police contact on ATP and find race and experience with racial profiling are the 
strongest predictors of ATP. They find that in all six of their models African Americans are 
more likely to express negative opinions of the police. The negative experience, racial 
profiling, is found to significantly reduce the likelihood of expressing satisfaction with police 
supporting the findings by Huebner et al. (2004) that negative experience leads to less 
favorable ATP. While this body of research has demonstrated that negative contact with the 
police tends to result in negative evaluations of the police, other research demonstrates that 
this effect is stronger for African American's than for Whites (Weitzer and Tuch 2002) 
Effects of gender, age, and education 
Age, gender, and education are identified in the literature as probable strong 
predictors of ATP. Age is identified as a predictor because younger respondents generally 
have more frequent and negative contact with the police, due to more negative contacts with 
the police younger respondents are expected to hold more negative attitudes towards the 
police (Huebner et al. 2004). In regards to gender, it is expected that women will have more 
positive attitudes because of a greater fear of victimization among women (Sims et al. 2002 
and Chiricos, Eschholz, and Gertz 1997). Education is included in ATP studies because it is 
expected that higher educated individuals will hold a more critical world perspective and 
hence lower ATP. However, the effects of all three variables on ATP are inconsistent, each 
variable has been found to have positive, negative, and no effect on ATP (Huebner et al. 
2004, Brown and Benedict 2002, Weitzer and Tuch 2004, Sims et al. 2002). Part of these 
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divergent findings maybe due to the difference in the type of attitude toward police being 
examined; such as police misconduct, satisfaction with local services, or confidence with the 
police. The difference could also be due to a failure to control for all probable variables and 
their interactions. These differences in attitude type can be found in Weitzer and Tuch's 
(2004) study of perceptions of police misconduct where perceptions of neighborhood and 
city-wide misconduct were examined. 
The study by Weitzer and Tuch (2004) looks at perceptions of four types of police 
misconduct at city and neighborhood level; police stop without good reasons, use insulting 
language, use excessive force, and taking bribes. Independent and control variables include 
race, personal and vicarious experiences with police, mass media coverage, and 
neighborhood conditions. This survey conducted between October and December 2002 
includes 1,792 White, Hispanic, and African American respondents. This particular study 
includes interactions of race, class, education, gender, and age. This study differs little from 
previous Weitzer and Tuch research except the construction of the misconduct variable 
allows for the use of a OLS regression. 
Weitzer and Tuch find that perceptions of misconduct at both city and neighborhood 
level decrease with age in areas that practice community policing. They also find that higher 
education and being female decreases perceptions of neighborhood conduct but not at the 
city level. Race specific analysis indicates that better educated Hispanics and women are less 
negative about police misconduct. The analysis also indicates younger African American 
and White respondents perceive more police misconduct at the city level and younger whites 
perceive more misconduct at the neighborhood level. 
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Huebner et al. (2004) conduct a similar study that evaluates African American and 
White perceptions of global police services, traditional police services, and community 
policing services. This study included 1,166 respondents from a "Midwestern Community" 
which included 1,031 Whites and 13 5 African Americans. Hypothesized predictors include 
homeownership, education, age, marital status, gender, police contact, and neighborhood 
context. Huebner et al. (2004) use two models split by race to evaluate the effects of the 
independent variables. For African American, respondents age and education were both 
strong predictors of perceptions of police services. Younger respondents were found to hold 
more negative perceptions of global police services and community policing services. 
Respondents with higher education were found to hold more positive perceptions of 
community policing, countering the hypothesized relationship of education leading to greater 
criticism. 
For White respondents, both age and gender were found to shape perceptions of 
policing services. The age effect was only significant for the community policing service for 
Whites and was in the same direction as the African American relationship only weaker, 
younger respondents held more negative views of community policing. The gender effect on 
the other hand exhibited strong influences. White females were more likely to report more 
positive perceptions of all three types of police service than were White males. 
The findings by both Weitzer and Tuch (2004) and Huebner et al. (2004) support the 
previously identified relationship between both age and gender and attitudes towards police. 
As an individual age increases perceptions of the police become more positive. Further, 
women hold more positive perceptions of the police. However, the strength of these 
relationships is tempered by racial differences. The effect of education was demonstrated to 
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be in the opposite direction than previously hypothesized direction, higher educated 
individuals tended to have more positive perceptions of the police, which were also tempered 
by racial differences. 
Effects of victimization 
Like many of the variables studied in attitudes toward police research, the results for 
the effects of victimization are mixed. The reasoning behind the inclusion of victimization in 
the study of attitudes towards police is that when crime is more salient to an individual, 
"confidence in the police is undermined" (Cao, Frank, and Cullen 1996) while other research 
suggest the opposite (Brown and Benedict 2002). 
Thurman and Reisig (1996) use data from a 1995 study of community-oriented 
policing in Washington State. This survey of 784 homes, in a western and an eastern city of 
washington, was conducted by the Washington State Institute for Community Policing. The 
survey asked respondents to answer items about their views of various police services in their 
community. Thurman and Reisig's analysis identifies a peculiar relationship between 
victimization and police evaluation in the two cities. Victims in "City 2" have a less 
favorable evaluation of police services compared to those who have not been victimized, 
while respondents who experienced victimization in "City 1 "report more favorable 
evaluations of police services. Thurman and Reisig theorize this difference between cities is 
due to the type of victimization. Victims in "City 2" suffered from higher levels of assault 
and burglary, while those victims in "City 1" dealt with a large proportion of vandalism. If 
this hypothesized relation is correct, it contradicts earlier findings by Poister and Carter 
(1978) that found victims of crimes against persons were more satisfied with police services 
than those who were victims of crimes against property. Instead, these findings have been 
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interpreted to loosely support Smith and Hawkins study (1973) that found no difference of 
attitudes between victims and non-victims and Carlson and Sutton's (1979) findings that 
there was no difference between the two types of victimization. 
More recent literature on criminal victimization and attitudes towards police indicate 
the theorized negative relationship between victimization and attitudes. Ina 1992 survey of 
Cincinatti residents in which a final sample of 93 4 residents was obtained Cao, Frank, and 
Cullen (1996) study the impact of variables on confidence in police. Included in their study 
are crime experiences such as victimization, fear of crime and crime ideology, political 
ideology, community disorder, informal security, and standard demographics race, gender, 
age, and income. In a three step regression they assess the impact of the variables and find 
that community disorder, informal security, and gender are significant predictors in the full 
model. In the second step of the model, victimization is found to be a significant predictor of 
negative attitudes towards the police. This finding support previous findings that 
victimization predicts negative assessments of the police (See Apple and O'Brien 1983 and 
Homant et al. 1984). 
Attitudes towards Racial Profiling 
So far the review of attitude toward police literature has focused on attitudes towards 
police services and perceptions of misconduct. Brandl, Frank, Worden and Bynum (1994) 
indicate that general (global) and specific attitude towards toward the police are causally 
related and reciprocal. The following literature focuses on a specific police practice; racially 
biased policing also known as racial profiling. 
Weitzer and Tuch's (2002) study that determined negative experience with the police 
influences evaluations of the police also investigated attitudes towards racial profiling. The 
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study included a 1999 Gallup random-digit-dialing telephone survey of 2,006 respondents, 
wherein analysis was limited to 903 Whites and 961 African Americans. 
The indicators for racial profiling included questions whether the respondent believed 
racial profiling was widespread or not, whether they approve or disapprove of racial 
profiling, and whether they felt they had ever been stopped because of race. Other dependent 
variables tapping attitudes towards police included whether the respondent held a favorable 
view of their local police, state troopers in their area, local police in their area, state police in 
their state, and finally state police in other states. The final question tapping attitudes 
towards police dealt with whether the police deal fairly with African Americans in traffic 
stops. Experience with racial profiling was used as a predictor of attitudes in the analysis. 
Other predictors include social class, race, gender, age, marital status, employment, and 
residence. 
Descriptive statistics indicate a racial gap in the perceptions of White and African 
American respondents. African Americans are more likely to believe Whites are treated 
more fairly in traffic stops, to have unfavorable views of local police, and to have negative 
evaluations of contact with state and local police. 
Logistic regression confirms that race and negative experience are indeed strong 
predictors of negative ATP and ATRP. The model that predicts the belief whether racial 
profiling is widespread indicates that not only are race and experience with racial profiling 
significant but age, gender, neighborhood crime, and fear of neighborhood crime are 
significant. Younger respondents and women are more likely to believe racial profiling is 
widespread than older and male respondents while those who experienced neighborhood 
crime or are fearful of crime are less likely to believe racial profiling is widespread. 
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Approval for racial profiling is predicted by gender, fear of crime, and neighborhood crime. 
Males, respondents who fear crime, and those who experienced neighborhood crime are all 
more likely to approve of racial profiling than their counterparts. 
Further analysis by Wietzer and Tuch (2002) indicates that in regards to race and 
racial profiling better educated African Americans are more likely than less educated African 
Americans to disapprove or racial profiling, view it as widespread, and to have personally 
experienced racial profiling. Furthermore, they find middle-class African Americans are 
more likely to regard racial profiling as widespread because they are more likely to 
experience racial profiling. These results support Weitzer and Tuch's (1999) earlier findings 
of the combined roles of race and class on ATP. 
Reitzel, Rice, and Piquero (2004) expand on the racial profiling literature by 
venturing beyond simple White/Black analysis, which studies of ATRP were limited too. 
Their contribution is the introduction of the Hispanic experience in determining ATRP. 
Previous work on ATP indicates that Hispanics take a middle ground perspective where 
Hispanics attitudes fall in between that of whites and African Americans (Cheurprakobkit 
2000). The data used was a New York Times New York Police Department Poll which used 
random digit dialing to obtain responses from 721 New York City residents. The dependent 
variables measured racial profiling in the same manner as Weitzer and Tuch's (2004) survey 
which asked whether racial profiling was widespread, justified, and whether the respondent 
had experienced racial profiling. Independent variables included race recoded black and 
non-black, a separate Hispanic ethnicity, sex, age, employment status, income, marital status, 
education, good and bad experiences with NYPD, disrespect from NYPD, criminal 
victimization, and political philosophy measured by a liberal/conservative scale. 
33 
The analysis, using logistic regression, was split into full sample and split ethnicity 
results. The analysis provides results similar to the results of ATP research. Police 
disrespect and bad experiences with police led to the perception that profiling was 
widespread. Respondents who experienced disrespect were less likely to believe profiling 
was justified, while respondents who had a good experience were more likely to believe 
profiling was justified. Political conservatives were less likely to believe profiling was 
widespread and more likely to believe profiling was justified. 
The full sample results indicate Black and Hispanics are more likely than non-Black 
and Non-Hispanics to believe racial profiling was widespread. African Americans were less 
likely to believe racial profiling was justified than were non-African Americans and Hispanic 
ethnicity had no significant effect. For the ever profiled variable African Americans and 
Hispanics were more likely to believe they had been profiled. 
Reitzel et al. (2004) find a gender effect similar, but opposite in direction, of what 
ATP literature would suggest. ATP literature shows that women are more supportive of 
police and generally more satisfied with police services. Reitzel et al. find that women are 
more likely to believe that profiling was widespread. Furthermore, victims of crimes were 
more likely to believe they had been profiled. In support of previous findings Reitzel et al. 
did find women less likely than men to believe they had been profiled by the police. 
By splitting ethnicity by Hispanic/Non-Hispanic in their next models Reitzel et al. 
(2004) allow comparisons of which variables are significant to the Hispanic experience. No 
individual variable was consistently significant across all three models for Hispanics, 
whereas police disrespect was significant for all three models ofnon-Hispanics. For 
Hispanics police disrespect and bad experience were significant only for being profiled. The 
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belief that racial profiling is widespread was influenced by gender and education. Women 
and college educated respondents believed profiling is widespread. Among Hispanics the 
results for racial profiling being justified indicate education, political philosophy, bad 
experience and age were significant. Conservative, less educated, and older respondents 
were more likely to believe racial profiling was justified, while a bad experience led to the 
belief that racial profiling was not justified. Finally, among Hispanics two more variables, 
besides bad experience and police disrespect, were significant in predicting whether the 
respondent believed they were racially profiled. Female Hispanics were less likely to believe 
they had been profiled and interestingly politically conservative Hispanics were more likely 
to believe they were profiled. 
In another study, using the same data set and similar methods Rice et al. (2004) 
evaluate respondents who hold all three racial profiling perceptions simultaneously. They 
believe these respondents are substantively different than other respondents. IoTot surprisingly 
this study found Black respondents were more likely to hold all three negative attitudes 
toward police and found that males were more likely to hold all three attitudes. Further, 
respondents who felt the NYPD was doing a poor job and those who felt endangered by the 
police were more likely to believe racial profiling is widespread, not justified, and had 
experienced profiling. Split race results indicate the only difference between Black and non-
Black, in predicting the composite racial profiling measure, is gender; gender is not 
significant for non-Black respondents. Unfortunately, both of these studies are limited to a 
very binary view of race and ethnicity where a respondent's race is either black or non-Black 
and ethnicity is either Hispanic/non-Hispanic. The authors' combined all non-Black races 
into a single category. This combination of other races into the non-Black category 
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essentially assumes non-Black to mean White and ignores the diversity in viewpoints and 
ignores the experiences of different races. 
Weitzer and Tuch's (2005) research partially overcomes the shortcomings of prior 
attitudes towards racial profiling research by the inclusion of more than two racial categories. 
This study takes "the term race in its broadest sense" (Weitzer and Tuch 2004:312) to include 
African Americans, Hispanics, and Non-Hispanic whites and aims to evaluate racially biased 
policing in general. This study again uses the 1999 Gallup poll and uses the same measures 
for racial profiling and ATP but includes several new dependent variables which include 
personal and vicarious experience with police bias and media exposure to police misconduct 
The dependent variables for racial profiling included questions whether the 
respondent believed racial profiling was widespread or not, whether they approve or 
disapprove of racial profiling, and whether the respondent believed that Black drivers are 
more likely to be stopped than White drivers and a similar question for Hispanic drivers. 
Additional measures of racially biased policing include whether police treat Whites and 
Blacks equally, treat Whites and Hispanics equally, quality of service in neighborhood 
compared to Black and Hispanic neighborhoods, and how common racial prejudice is among 
the police. Controls for social class, race, gender, age, marital status, employment, 
neighborhood safety, and residence were included. 
Weitzer and Tuch (2005) employ four models utilizing logistic regression that 
analyze split ethnic and full sample results for bias against individuals, bias against 
neighborhoods, police prejudice, and racial profiling. Model 4 or the racial profiling model 
is of specific interest to this thesis and discussion will focus solely on it. The full sample 
ofmodel 4 indicates African Americans and Hispanics are more likely to be critical of the 
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police and Hispanics take an intermediate position consistent with the hierarchy position. 
Further, individuals with increasing education and income, younger people, city dwellers, 
neighborhoods with serious crime problems, individuals exposed to media reports of police 
misconduct and individuals who personally or vicariously experienced misconduct all are 
more likely to perceive a racial profiling bias. The split ethnic model indicates sporadic 
differences in the effects of demographic variables between racial groups. Media exposure to 
misconduct and personal or vicarious experience with bias increased perceptions that racial 
profiling is widespread and unacceptable across racial categories. Among whites, increasing 
education and income, younger respondents, and high crime areas increased the chances of 
perceiving racial profiling as widespread and unacceptable, while only media exposure and 
experience had a significant effect for African Americans. Among Hispanics, only city 
dwellers and high crime neighborhoods, besides exposure and experience, had significant 
increases in the perceptions that profiling is unjust and widespread. 
Effect of Religion 
Religion has played a historically important role in the shaping of American's lives. 
Religion has been the guiding force for many social issues of which issues of crime and 
justice are no exception (Fagin 2005). 
Religion still plays an important part of American's lives. The American National 
Election Study (2004) indicates nearly 77% of Americans believe religion is an important 
part of their lives. In addition 35% of those respondents stated religion provides a great deal 
of guidance in their day-to-day lives CANES 2004). Religion helps to guide individuals' 
decision making and views on morality. It would seem perfectly logical that if religion were 
a guiding factor in morality and religion taught against racial prejudice (Greer, Berman, 
37 
Varan, Bobrycki, Watson 2005) American's that identify with religion would not support 
racial bias in any form including racial profiling. 
On the other hand, Burdette, Ellison and Hill (2005) state that Conservative Protestants, 
specifically Fundamentalist Protestants, are more conservative and more reluctant to extend 
civil liberties to deviant groups, than other Christian groups. The terms Conservative and 
Fundamentalist Protestantism indicate such Christian groups as Southern Baptists, Open 
Bible, and Churches of Christ among others (Roof and McKinney 1987). Some studies have 
found Fundamentalist Protestants are less progressive and are less tolerant of racial 
minorities than other Protestants (Applegate, Cullen, Fisher, and Vander Ven 2000). These 
findings support a logical step that Fundamentalist Protestants may support racial profiling. 
Unfortunately, the data used in this thesis does not have a measure that allows the study of 
Protestant conservatism, but may explain deviations from the hypothesized relationship. 
While Hunter (1991) states that "whether one is a Protestant, Catholic, or Jew simply 
does not mean very much when attempting to explain variations in people's attitudes or 
values" and others find little to no relationship between religion and crime-related attitudes 
(See Applegate et al. 2000), Burdette et al. (2005) notes that Jewish respondents are the most 
racially tolerant and Kim (2004) indicates that the lack of difference in religious groups may 
not be the case for racial profiling attitudes. 
Kim (2004) conducted one of the few studies connecting racial profiling and religion. 
He examines how religious individuals reach their conclusions on racial profiling. Kim's 
data originate from ~1BC News/The YTlashington Post Afghanistan Attack Poll #2, which 
surveyed 1,009 adults the day after the first strike on Afghanistan, October 8, 2001. Kim's 
dependent variables assess two aspects of support for racial profiling: support for the 
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decision making dimension of racial profiling, essentially asking whether Arab or Muslim 
should be used in a terrorist profile as a primary or secondary factor. The second aspect was a 
random search dimension which asks "Do you support or oppose giving the police powers to 
stop and search any person who appears to be an Arab or Muslim, at random?" (Kim 
2004:885). 
Kim's primary independent variable is religious identification, but Kim included race, 
political ideology, knowing a Muslim, age, education, census region, and gender in the 
regression models. Kim found Protestants were more likely to support the use of 
Arab/Muslim as a primary factor compared to nonreligious Americans, while the remaining 
religious groups had no significant differences compared to nonreligious Americans. In 
supporting Arab or Muslim as a secondary decision factor Protestant, Catholic, Jewish and 
Other religious respondents were more likely than the nonreligious to support the secondary 
decision form of racial profiling. In regard to the random search dimension of racial 
profiling, the odds of Protestants to support this form were twice that of nonreligious 
individuals. 
While Kim's original hypotheses stated religious individuals would not support racial 
profiling and were thus falsified, he suggests that the events of September 11th may have 
created a "moral crisis" where moral commitment and boundaries were shifted from religious 
views of fairness and equality to others issues, like issues of safety (Kim 2004:892). 
Effect of Friendship 
Friendship is an integral part of social life and is understood to be a central human 
experience. The friendship experience provides loyalty, empathy, understanding, and 
someone to share activities with. Putnam (2000) describes friendship partially as informal 
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social connections characterized by activities such as the weekly poker game which build 
social capital. Friendship not only builds social capital but helps in finding jobs, finding a 
helping hand, companionship, or a shoulder to cry on (Fischer 1977). Friends are often 
likeminded individuals who share some interests in common and sometimes interests and 
attitudes converge. The convergence of attitudes with groups in contact with each other is 
addressed by the contact hypothesis. Friendships, in the case of these hypotheses, are simply 
a form of interaction that can bring individuals in contact with other groups. 
The contact hypothesis suggests in-group/out-group bias, such as negative attitudes, 
will fade if people interact regularly with members of the out-group (Forsyth 2006:470). 
However, bias can only fade if certain ideal circumstances play out in a positive interaction. 
These ingredients include equal status where differences in education, qualities, wealth, and 
background should be minimized, which should generally occur because we befriend those 
who are like us. Personal interaction should be informal instead ofrole-based. Another 
ingredient, supportive norms, indicates contact should encourage friendly attitudes that are 
endorsed by authority. The final ingredient, cooperation, indicates groups should work 
towards a common goal. The ingredients identified by Forsyth (2006) can help reduce biases 
such as a bias against police. 
Replications of Sherif s (1949) Robbers Cave experiment indicate that opposing 
group members that experienced a friendship building experience held more friendly views 
of the out-group and these friendly views spread to the rest of the in-group. In the replication 
experiment by Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe, and Ropp (1997) it was concluded that 
friendship can undo some of the in-group/out-group bias. Other research such as Pettigrew 
and Tropp's (2000) study of European inter-group contact indicate those with friends in the 
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out-group, such as a person of another nationality, were less prejudiced than those who did 
not have out-group friends. 
Kim's (2004) study of religion and attitudes briefly touches on the relationship of 
friendship and racial profiling. Importantly, knowing a Muslim and being of liberal political 
ideology decreased the odds of supporting the use of Arab/Muslim in a profile. Individuals 
who did not know a Muslim and individuals ages 31 to 60 supported random stop and search 
dimension of profiling. 
Hypotheses 
While this study is exploratory in nature, there are several specific hypotheses that guide 
the research. This research focuses on several areas that have not been studied to their full 
potential. Race has too often been conceptualized as either aBlack-White dichotomy or a 
Black-Hispanic-White tripartite hierarchy. This limitation excludes larges numbers of 
Americans and ignores the diversity of the country. 
Researchers have neglected other characteristics that may influence attitudes towards 
racial profiling such as religion and friendship with officers. At this time only one study on 
religion and friendship regarding racial profiling has been identified (Kim 2004). In fact 
most racial profiling studies neglect religion even as a control. A number of control 
hypotheses identified in the research will also be included and examined in this study. 
Hypothesis 1: Perceptions of racial profiling will be represented through a 
"racial hierarchy" pattern. Within the hierarchy pattern African Americans will hold 
the most critical attitudes. Hispanics and "Other" will hold attitudes similar to those of 
African Americans. Whites will have the least critical attitudes, with Asians holding 
similar attitudes as Whites. These racial minorities will hold more critical attitudes 
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than Whites evidenced by a greater belief that racial profiling is widespread, they have 
personally experienced profiling, and they will be less likely to believe racial profiling is 
justified. 
Hypothesis 2: Religious individuals are more likely than non-religious individuals to 
be critical of racial profiling. Religious individuals will view racial profiling as 
widespread, unjustified, and more likely to have experienced profiling. 
Hypothesis 3: Participants with friendship with the police will view racial profiling 
from a less critical lens. Therefore, friendship with the police will result in the belief 
that racial profiling is not widespread and justified. Further, friends of the police will 
be less likely to have personal experiences with racial profiling. 
Multiple controls have been identified and included from a review of the literature. 
These hypothesized relationships among the controls include the following: government 
approval, victimization, age, negative experience, police disrespect, good experience, gender, 
education, social class, marital status, political philosophy, and employment. Also, there 
maybe location of residence differences in support for racial profiling. 
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CHAPTER 3: DATA AND METHODOLOGY 
Data 
The data for this study come from a survey conducted by the New York Times and 
CBS News. The survey is part of the ongoing collaboration between CBS News and the 
New York Times to create the CBS News/New York Times Poll series. This particular 
survey, the New York City Police Department Poll, is a clustered random telephone survey 
which sampled New York City residents ages eighteen to twenty-six from all of New York 
City's five boroughs. The eighteen to twenty-six age range was selected because this group 
is frequently the focus of police activity (Tyler 2003). Between the dates of January 21 and 
24, 2001 New York City residents were surveyed about life in New York City. The survey 
questions assess attitudes towards multiple topics including the New York City Police 
Department, Mayor Rudolph Guliani, contemporary race relations and life conditions, and 
whether racial profiling was widespread. The resulting data set includes responses from 721 
New York City residents. Descriptive statistics for the included variables are presented in 
Table 1. 
Dependent Variables 
The primary dependent variables for this thesis are citizen perceptions of racial profiling. 
The survey included the following three variables that I will use to assess racial profiling 
perceptions. 
The first question addresses the extent to which profiling occurs: "It has been reported 
that some police officers stop people of certain racial or ethnic groups because the officers 
believe that these groups are more likely than others to commit certain types of crimes. Do 
you believe that this practice is widespread in New York City, or not?" Response categories 
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ranged from (1) widespread (68.5%), to (0} not widespread (21.5%), and (9) don't know/NA 
(10.0%). 
The second question inquires about whether racial profiling is justified: "Do you think 
this practice is justified for police officers, or not?" Response categories ranged from (1) 
justified (21.6%) to (0) not justified (72.1 %), and (9) don't know/NA (6.3 %). 
The third question addressed personal experience with racial profiling: "Have you ever 
felt that you were stopped by the police just because of your race or ethnic background?" 
Reponses range from (1) yes (22.2%) to (0) no (76.8%), and (9) Don't Know/NA (0%). 
Independent Variables 
Race and Hispanic 
Participants were coded in racial groups by asking the following question: "Are you 
white, black, Asian or some other race?" These were then coded to (1) white (2) black, (3) 
Asian, (4) Other, and (9) Refusal. This question follows similar guidelines as the 2000 U.S. 
Census, but excludes specific American Indian and Native Hawaiian as race options. The 
use of an "Other" category is designed to capture "responses such as Mulatto, Creole, and 
Mestizo" (US Census Bureau 2000). 
Hispanic ethnicity was determined by asking participants: "Are you of Hispanic 
origin or descent, or not?" Possible responses included (1) Hispanic, (2) Not Hispanic, and 
(9) Don't Know/Refusal. Hispanic ethnicity is included as a separate question because 
people of Hispanic origin maybe of any race. 
Since race and ethnicity are theorized primary indicators of attitudes towards racial 
profiling, "Don't Know/Refusal" responses were eliminated from analysis. This results in an 
elimination of a total twenty-one (n=21) from the overall sample (N=699), with nineteen 
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(n=19) from race and seven (n=7) from Hispanic ethnicity. This results in the distribution of 
race and ethnicity in the sample as follows: White (44.5%), Black (29.0%), Asian (6.4%), 
"Other" (20.0%), Hispanic (27.0%), and Not Hispanic (73.0%). These numbers are similar 
to the demographics identified by the 2000 U.S. Census data for New York City where White 
(47.5%), Black (28.4%), Asian (10.9%), "Other" (17.0%), Hispanic (27.0%), and Not 
Hispanic (73.0%). 
For the purpose of this thesis, Hispanic ethnicity will be treated as a dominant identity 
following Weitzer and Tuch's (2005) lead. This assumes that Hispanics identify primarily 
with their ethnicity over a particular racial group. Race was recoded into four new 
categories: (1)Non-Hispanic White (36.6%), (2) Non-Hispanic Black (25.0%), (3) Non-
Hispanic Asian (6.2%), and (4) Non-Hispanic Other (5.2%). The Hispanic identifier (27.0%) 
will be treated as the final racial category. 
Fiend in NYPD 
Participants were also asked whether they had a friend or family member in the 
NYPD. The question was: "Do you have a close friend or relative who is a New York City 
police officer?" Responses were coded (1) Yes Specify (3 5.5%), (2) No (64.2%), and 
DK:CNA (0.3%). The DK:/NA responses (n=2) were recoded to the mode (2) No, now 64.5% 
of the sample. 
Religion 
Respondents were further asked to specify their specific religious preferences with 
the following question: "What is your religious preference today?" Responses were coded as 
the following (1) Protestant Specify (22.3%), (2) Catholic (29.8%), (3) Jewish (8.4%), (4) 
Other (10.3%), (5) None (26.9%), or DK/NA (2.3%). Protestants were asked to specify a 
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denominational preference but that specific data was not coded by the original researchers. 
The Dk;JNA responses (n=16) were recoded to the modal category Catholic, which now 
comprises 32.0% of the sample. 
Controls 
Educational Attainment 
Educational attainment was measured by asking participants to report their highest 
level of education completed. There were six possible response categories: (1) Not a High 
School Graduate, (2) High School Graduate, (3) Some College (trade or business), (4) 
College Graduate, (5) Post Grad work or Degree (Masters, MBA, JD, MD, PhD), (9) 
Refused. 
Based on the response categories 9.4% of respondents were not high school 
graduates, 23.2% had a high school education, 33.2% had some college or trade/business 
degrees, 25.6% had a college degree, and 8.4% had post graduate work or degrees. One 
(n=1) respondent representing 0.1 % of the sample refused to answer and was recoded to the 
modal category, "some college." The modal category now represents 3 3.3 % of the sample. 
Participants were also asked whether they were currently active in schooling. 
Participants were asked: "Are you currently school? If yes, Ask: Do you go to school full-
time or part-time?" Responses were originally coded into (1) Full-time, (2) Part-time, (3) Not 
a student, or (9) Dk;JNA. For this analysis, school participation has been recoded into two 
categories (1) Student and (2) Not a student. The full-time and part-time students were 
recoded into the Student category (45.5%). The non-students were left in the originally 
category and the Dk:/NA responses (n=2) were recoded to this category (54.5%). 
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Government Evaluation 
General government evaluation was measured by asking participants how they 
thought the mayor was doing his job. Participants were asked: "Do you approve or 
disapprove of the way Rudolph Giuliani is handling his job as Mayor?" Responses were 
coded (1) Approve, (2) Disapprove, (9) DK/NA. DK/NA responses were recoded to the 
modal category (1) Approve. Respondents who (1) Approve consist of 59.1 % of the sample 
while (2) Disapprove consist of 40.9%. It is expected that general government approval will 
mediate the effects of other approval and experience variables, such as police disrespect. 
Social Class 
Participants were asked to specify their income and the variable was then recoded by 
researchers into six categories plus a refusal option. The six new categories are (1) Under 
$15,000, (2) $15,000-$30,000, (3) $30,000-$50,000, (4) $50,000-$75,000, (5) Over 75,000, 
and (9) won't specify/Refused. 
The majority of the sample (29.3%) reported an income falling in the $30,000-
$50,000 category. The remainder reported the following incomes: Under $15,000 (11 %), 
$15,000-$30,000 (21.2%), $50,000-$75,000 (14.6%), and Over $75,000 (15.2%). Any 
`won't specify/refused' responses (n=61) were recoded to the modal category, $30,000-
$50,000, making the modal category representative of 38.1 % of the sample. 
In order to measure employment participants were asked the following question: "Are 
you working outside the home, or out of a j ob but looking for work, or not employed but not 
looking for work? IF WORKING, ASK: Are you employed full time or part time?" 
Researchers coded five categories: (1) Employed full-time, (2) Employed part-time, (3 ) 
Unemployed, Looking for work, (4) Unemployed, not looking, (9) Dk:/NA. 
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For analysis, the employment categories were recoded into two categories. Full-time 
and part-time workers were recoded to create the new (1) "employed" category (71.1 %). 
Those looking for work and the unemployed, not looking for work were combined to create 
an (2) "unemployed" category (28.9%). Any DkJNA responses (n=2) were coded to the 
modal category, employed. 
Age 
Participants were asked their age by a straightforward "How old are you?" The 
sample age was skewed so the mean age will not be reported. Instead the median age of the 
sample is 23 years. The survey sponsors deliberately limited the sample to younger 
respondents, representing an age range from 18 to 26. Any refusals (n=1) were recoded to 
the median age of the sample, 23 years. Each age is distributed in the sample as follows: 18 
years (4.9%), 19 years (9.6%), 20 years (8.7%}, 21 years (9.9%), 22 years (9.7%), 23 years 
(12.0%), 24 years (16.6%), 25 years (14.9%), and 26 years (13.7%). 
Sex 
Respondents' sex was coded by the interviewer as either (1) male or (2) female. The 
majority of the sample was female (56.8%). Since, the interviewer coded sex there were no 
missing variables and males represent the remainder of the sample, 43.2% 
Ma ~i to l Status 
Participants were asked the following question to assess current marital status: "Are 
you now married, widowed, divorced, separated, or have you never been married" 
Responses were coded into six categories : (1) Married, (2) Widowed, (3) Divorced, (4) 
Separated, (5) Never Married, and (9) Dk:/NA. 
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For this analysis marital status has been recoded since there is so little variation in 
such a young sample. Marital Status was recoded to (1) Married and (2) Single. Those who 
were widowed (n=2), divorced (n=7), separated (n=8), never married (n=601), and Don't 
Know/Refused (n=1) were recoded into the Single category. The majority of the sample was 
Single (88.6%) and the remainder of the sample consists of Married (11.4%). 
Police Disrespect and Bad Experience with Police 
To assess disrespect from the police, participants were asked the following question: 
"Some people say the police don't show respect for people, or they use insulting language. 
Has this ever happened to you?" Responses were coded (1) Yes (36.5%), (2) No (63.5%), or 
(9) DK1NA (0.0%). To further citizen's negative experiences with the police the following 
questions was asked: "Have you ever been in a situation where you felt in personal danger 
from a police officer?" Responses ranged from (1) Yes (16.5%), (2) No (83.4%), or (9) 
DK/NA (0.1%). The DK/NA response (n=1) was then recoded to the modal category (2) No, 
now 83.5%. Participants answering with an affirmative response were asked a follow up 
question, which asked them to describe the experience and is not included in this analysis. 
Good ExpeYience with Police 
Participants were also asked whether they had a positive experience with the police. 
The question read as follows "Have you ever been in a situation where you felt personally 
safer because of a police officer?" Coded responses were (1) Yes (61.1%), (2) No (38.2%), 
and DK/NA (0.7%). DK/NA responses (n=5) were then recoded to the modal "Yes" 
category, now (61.8%). Participants were asked a follow up question about the experience 
which will not be included in this analysis. 
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Victim of CYime 
A victim question was included in the survey to assess the impact of crime on 
victims. The question asked: "In the last year, have you or any member of your immediate 
family been the victim of a crime in New York City?" This question also assesses the impact 
of what Weitzer and Tuch (????) term vicaYious experience. The question was coded (1) Yes 
(16.9%), (2) No (83.0%), and (9) DK/NA (0.1%). The DK/NA response (n=1) was recoded 
to the modal category (2) No, now 83.1 %. 
Location/Borough 
Location was identified by asking the respondent which of New York's five boroughs 
they live in. The frequency for borough of residence is as follows: (1) Bronx (16.0%), (2) 
Brooklyn (30.6%), (3) Manhattan (21.5%), (4) Queens (26.6%), and (5) Staten Island (5.3%). 
Political Philosophy 
The survey asked three political philosophy questions including political party, party 
lean, and aliberal/conservative scale. While political party and the liberal/conservative scale 
were correlated (Y=.143), the liberal/conservative scale was chosen to measure politics 
because it captures political world view whereas a political party question ignores possible 
diversity within political parties such as conservative democrats. The question asks 
respondents: "How would you describe your views on most political matters? Generally, do 
you think of yourself as liberal, moderate, or conservative?" Responses were coded (1) 
Liberal (39.2%), (2) Moderate (38.9%), and (3) Conservative (21.9%). Zero responses were 
coded as Don't Know/No Answer so further coding was not required. 
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Method 
Initially, I calculated the descriptive statistics for each of the independent and 
dependent variables that are included in the model. This allowed for data cleaning and 
recoding of variables where appropriate. Next, I calculated the cross-tabulations of the three 
racial profiling attitude variables by each of the independent variables. Using Chi-Square 
analysis of the crosstabs I identify the significant relationships between the racial profiling 
attitudes and the dependent variables. For a final step, binary logistic regression was used to 
assess the odds ratio of a respondent falling into the dependent variables response categories 
(e.g. Widespread/Not Widespread). Binary logistic regression was used in favor of 
multinomial logistic regression because of initial problems with an analysis utilizing 
multinomial logistic regression. Binary logistic regression, as the name implies, is limited to 
dependent variables with two outcome categories, whereas multinomial logistic regression on 
the other hand is used to handle outcomes with more than two categories (Long 1997). 
Multinomial logistic regression was appropriate for use with this data because the 
dependent variables originally had three response categories. However, the analysis resulting 
from multinomial regression suffered from a problem in which over 90% of the 
subpopulations contained zero frequencies. Such a problem results in an inflation of the fit 
statistics and analysis of very few subpopulations (Chan 2005). The problem arises from the 
use of both continuous and categorical variables with many responses such as income or age. 
One solution to this problem is to step in the problematic continuous or categorical variables 
or to compare a reduced model to the full model to determine which has a better fit (Chan 
2005). Unfortunately, both methods still resulted in nearly half of the subpopulations being 
eliminated. Instead of utilizing an analysis with nearly half of the cases eliminated the non-
S1 
response categories of the dependent variables were coded system missing and binary logistic 
regression was employed resulting only in no other significant variables than the multinomial 
model and slightly better fit. 
Using binary logistic regression I created a model for each of the racial profiling 
variables. For the analysis the theoretically justifiable reference categories for the variables 
were selected. For Hypothesis 1, White is used as the reference category for the race 
variable. Non-religious is the reference category for Hypothesis 2, because religious 
individuals are expected to be less tolerant of racial profiling due to moral concerns. 
Hypothesis 3 states that individuals who do not have friendship with police officers are more 
critical of racial profiling and hence no friendship is the reference category. Table 3 presents 
the remaining reference categories for the control variables. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
Descriptive Findings 
For the first stage of analysis I ran crosstabs of the dependent variables by each 
independent variable. In Table 2, the results from the crosstabs are presented, which details 
the proportions of the independent variables by each of the dependent variables. Cross-
tabulation and the use of chi-square test are useful tools because they allow us to understand 
patterns of association among the variables. 
The cross-tabulation analysis of this data indicates multiple significant relationships 
within the dependent variables. Only the significant relationships, 
x 
with p<.05, will be 
reported for this analysis. Differences important to the primary hypotheses will be discussed 
first. Many differences in the cross-tabulations maybe due to the few respondents who 
indicated racial profiling is not widespread (23.8%), that racial profiling is justified (23.1 %), 
and those who have been profiled (22.2%). Alternatively, these differences maybe due to 
response cells with relatively few respondents such as the response category Staten Island in 
the Borough variable. While many of the significant relationships show no discernable 
pattern difference I will attempt to draw out the less obvious relationships. Race has 
significant relationships with all three dependent variables (p=.000, p=.001, p=.000). In 
regards to the belief racial profiling is widespread, African Americans are the most likely to 
believe profiling is widespread, followed by Hispanics and Others, then Asians, and finally 
Whites. These findings indicate preliminary support for Hypothesis 1, the racial hierarchy 
hypothesis. In regards to the belief racial profiling is justified, Whites are the most likely to 
believe profiling is justified, closely followed by Asians, than Hispanics, Others, and finally 
African Americans. This pattern indicates that Hispanics may hold closer views to Whites 
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than African Americans when it comes to the belief that profiling is justified, contrary to the 
hierarchy hypothesis. Finally, African Americans, Hispanics, and "Other" are nearly three 
times more likely to belief they have been profiled than Asians and Whites. When 
comparing Whites and African Americans, African Americans are eight times more likely to 
believe they have been profiled than White Americans. These results by race provide 
descriptive support for Hypothesis 1. 
Religion displays a significant relationship for all three dependent variables (p=.031, 
p=.012, and p=.002) and an interesting pattern emerges, one different than the hypothesized 
effect. Protestants are the most likely to believe profiling is widespread followed by Non-
religious individuals, then Catholics, Other-Religions, and then Jewish respondents. A 
similar pattern for respondents who believe racial profiling is justified emerges. Other-
Religions are the most likely to believe profiling is justified followed closely by Jewish 
respondents, then Catholic and Non-religious respondents, followed by Protestants. A 
pattern identical to that of the Racial Profiling Widespread pattern exists for respondents who 
believe they have been profiled. Protestants are most likely to believe they have been 
profiled, followed by the Non-religious, then Catholics, Other-Religions, and then Jewish 
respondents. These descriptive findings support a religious effect on the dependent variables 
but contradict the original hypothesis. Instead of essentially areligious/non-religious 
difference these findings indicate differential responses to this particular moral issue between 
religions. 
Friendship with a police officer is significant for only one dependent variable, Ever 
Profiled (p=.000). The relationship that appears seems in contradiction to the friendship 
hypothesis that friendship will decrease the odds of an individual reporting they had been 
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profiled. This cross-tabulation indicates that respondents with friends in the NYPD are 
almost twice as likely to report being profiled than individuals who do not have an NYPD 
friend. Early findings for the friendship hypothesis indicate no or contrary support. 
In regards to the controls, the descriptive analysis identifies differences between men 
and women when looking at all three variables, whether racial profiling was widespread 
(p=.022), the practice was justified (p=020), and if they had ever been profiled (p=.000). 
While males make up only 42.6% of the sample they make-up nearly 50.7% of respondents 
who believe racial profiling is not widespread, indicating men are slightly more likely to 
believe profiling is not widespread. Men and women also differed on whether they believed 
profiling is justified and the pattern appears similar. 27.5% of males indicated that racial 
profiling is justified while 19.7% of females responded the same; this indicates males are 
slightly more likely to believe profiling is justified due to their proportion of the sample. The 
relationship between gender and the belief the respondent had been stopped because of their 
race is clear, males are more than twice as likely as females to believe they have been racially 
profiled. 
The analysis also indicates significant relationships between Borough and the belief 
racial profiling is widespread (p=.030) and ever profiled (p=.006). Residents of Staten Island 
are nearly twice as likely as any other Borough to believe racial profiling is not widespread. 
The crosstab of Borough and the dependent variable Ever Profiled indicates residents of the 
Bronx are most likely to believe they had been profiled in comparison to their overall 
population but residents of Brooklyn make up the greatest percent of the sample who believe 
they have been profiled. 
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Cross-tab analysis indicates a difference in the independent variable "disrespect from 
police" when tabulated with any of the three dependent variables. Of the respondents who 
experienced disrespect from the police (p=.000), 15.1 %believe that racial profiling is not 
widespread while respondents who did not experience disrespect from the police were nearly 
twice as likely to believe racial profiling is not widespread. Respondents who experienced 
police disrespect are slightly less likely to believe racial profiling is justified. In regards to 
the ever profiled variable (p=.000) a distinct pattern emerges, respondents who experienced 
disrespect from the police were five times more likely to believe they were profiled than 
those who did not experience police disrespect. 
In regard to bad experience the cross-tabulation indicates a significant relationship in 
bad experience/danger with police by the racial profiling widespread variable (p=.001), racial 
profiling justified (p=.004) and ever profiled (p=.000). This difference in the racial profiling 
widespread variable seems to reside in the percent of citizens who had a bad experience with 
the police, 16.5% had a bad experience while 83.5% report no such experience. Those 
individuals who had bad experience with the police were more likely to report racial profiling 
is widespread than their counterparts were, but this difference is small. The relationship 
appears to be the same for the racial profiling is justified variable. On the other hand the ever 
profiled variable indicates those who had a bad experience with the police were nearly four 
times as likely to indicate they were profiled as those respondents who did not have a bad 
experience. 
Good experience crosstab also indicates significant relationships with all three 
dependent variables. However, the chi-square value indicates a weak relationship in the 
good experience and racial profiling widespread variables (p=.025). The difference maybe 
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that respondents who indicate a good experience with police are slightly more likely to 
indicate racial profiling is not widespread. It also appears that respondents with a good 
experience with the police are more likely to believe racial profiling is justified (p=.003). A 
similar pattern exists with good experience and experiencing racial profiling. Respondents 
who indicate a good experience with the police were less likely to believe they had been 
profiled than respondents who did not indicate a good experience. 
Government evaluation was significant for all three profiling variables (p=.000). The 
cross-tabulation of government evaluation with widespread indicates that those who approve 
of the way the mayor is handling issues are much more likely to indicate racial profiling is 
not widespread. Supporters of the mayor are also more likely to believe racial profiling is 
justified. Finally, those who disapprove of the mayor's work are more likely to indicate they 
have been profiled. This lends support to the expectation that general government approval 
leads to support for other government practices. 
The victim of crime and ever profiled crosstab indicates a significant relationship as 
well (p=.008). This cross-tabulation indicates that victims of crimes are slightly more likely 
to believe they have been profiled than non-victims. This difference could be due to a 
number of factors, such as a victims reduced trust in police. 
Political philosophy is significant for both Racial Profiling Widespread (p=.010) and 
Racial Profiling Justified (p=.006). Respondents with a liberal political philosophy are the 
most likely to believe racial profiling is widespread, followed by moderates and then 
conservatives as a straight line political measurement would predict on a politically charged 
topic. A similar pattern is evident with political philosophy and Racial Profiling Justified. 
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Conservatives are most likely to believe profiling is justified followed by moderates than 
1 ib eral s . 
Further, a significant relationship exists between education and Racial Profiling 
Widespread (p=.034) and Ever Profiled (p=.000). Respondents who did not graduate from 
high school are nearly twice as likely as any other educational category to believe racial 
profiling is not widespread. Further, high school graduates and persons with some college 
are most likely to believe they have been profiled, while post graduates are least likely to 
believe they have been profiled. There is also a significant relationship in the Employment 
and Racial Profiling Widespread crosstab. This relationship indicates employed respondents 
are more likely than unemployed respondents to believe racial profiling is widespread. 
While the chi-squares tests from the cross-tabulations indicate which relationships are 
statistically significant the results are mainly descriptive and do not control for other 
variables. From these statistics alone there is no way to know how much of the variation in 
the dependent variables are due to the other independent and control variables. Therefore, 
more complex analyses are necessary to elaborate on the descriptive findings. 
Multivariate Findings 
Table 4 presents the effects that race, religion, and friendship have on the racial 
profiling attitudes while controlling for the social and demographic characteristics identified 
in Table 1. I will report the significant odds of each racial profiling model individually. In 
each model, I will report the odds of the three main hypothesized variables and then any 
significant affects of the control hypotheses. The odds are the ratio of the probability that the 
event of interest occurs to the probability that it does not. Odds ratios area "multiplicative 
coefficient" in which positive effects are greater than one, while negative effects are between 
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one and zero (Long 1997:82). For example, if you were to look at men chances of being a 
smoker compared to women, and the males odds ratio were 3, this means males are three 
times more likely to be smokers than females. Take the same situation but the males odds 
ratio is .3 3, this means that males are 1 /3 as likely or three times less likely of being a smoker 
than females. 
Model 1: Racial Profiling T~idesp~ead 
Recall that Model 1 is the model which predicts whether respondents believe racial 
profiling is widespread (1) compared to not widespread (0). This model resulted in 
explaining only a small percent of the variation, Nagelkerke R2=.261. Results for this model 
are presented in the first column of Table 4. Hypothesis 1 predicts a racial hierarchy pattern 
in racial profiling attitudes. African Americans are expected to be the most critical followed 
by Hispanics and "Others." Asian Americans are expected to hold similar attitudes as 
Whites. African Americans (B=.942} and Hispanics (B=.660) were found to have 
significantly greater odds of stating racial profiling is widespread when compared to Whites. 
Asian and "Other" respondents had greater odds of stating racial profiling is widespread than 
Whites and "Other" had greater odds than Hispanics but these relationships did not reach 
significance. These results support Hypothesis 1, Hispanics and African Americans are more 
likely to perceive profiling as widespread. 
Recall, Hypothesis 2 states religious individuals will be more likely than non-
religious individuals to be critical of racial profiling. Hypothesis 2 was not supported; 
members belonging to the particular religious denominations did not increase the odds of 
viewing racial profiling as widespread. In separate analyses (not shown), the reference 
category was altered, so in turn each religious denomination became the reference category. 
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No significant differences were obtained from these analyses. As a final step, religious 
denomination was recoded as religious/non-religious and entered into each model (Analysis 
not shown). Again, no significant difference between religious/non-religious respondents 
was noted in Model 1. 
Hypothesis 3 predicts respondents whom are friends of police officers will view 
profiling less critically, in the case of Model 1 these respondents will be less likely to 
indicate profiling is widespread. Indeed, individuals with friends in the NYPD have 
significantly lower odds of stating racial profiling is widespread (B=-.603). Respondents 
with NYPD friends are nearly one half as likely as respondents without NYPD friendships to 
report profiling is widespread, which supports Hypothesis 3. 
Within the control hypotheses, Model 1 indicates that respondents with an income in 
the range of $30,000-$50,000 have greater odds of stating racial profiling is widespread 
when compared to respondents with an income under $15,000 (B=.765). Employed 
individuals odds of reporting racial profiling is widespread were significantly greater than 
those of unemployed individuals. Additionally, post graduate education, high school 
graduation, and college graduate increased the odds that racial profiling is widespread 
compared to high school dropouts. Some college experience was not significant at the p<.OS 
level, but neared significance at that level (p=.058). Residents of the Bronx had significantly 
greater odds of reporting racial profiling is widespread when compared to residents of Staten 
Island (B=1.244). Police Disrespect (B=.566) and Bad Experience (B=.906) increased the 
odds of individuals believing racial profiling is widespread in a model excluding general 
approval (Analysis not shown) but dropped out of significance with the addition of the 
government evaluation variable. The government evaluation variable indicates that those 
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who approve of the mayor have lower odds of believing racial profiling is widespread (B=-
.888). Liberals had greater odds of indicating that racial profiling is widespread when 
compared to conservatives. Finally, males were found to have significantly lower odds of 
reporting racial profiling is widespread than females (B=-.565) and younger respondents 
were less likely to believe profiling is widespread. It should be noted that marital status, 
good experience, victimization, and school experience all had no significant effect. 
Model 2: Racial Profiling Justi zed 
Mode12 predicts the odds of respondents indicating they believe racial profiling is 
justified (1) compared to respondents who believe racial profiling is not justified (0), 
resulting in a low explained variation, R2=.217. The results for Model 2 are presented in the 
second column of Table 4. Hypothesis 1 receives further support for the racial hierarchy 
hypothesis from Mode12, with a slight variation on the original hypothesis. While the results 
indicate African Americans have .262 lower odds than Whites, or nearly four times lower 
odds, of reporting racial profiling is justified (B=-1.341), the results for Hispanics do not 
reach significance. Instead the "Other" group has significantly lower odds than Whites, .31 S 
or three times lower odds of reporting profiling is justified. Asians respondents again do not 
reach significance in this model. 
Hypothesis 2, which predicts religious respondents will believe profiling is not 
justified, receives no support in Model 2. In fact, the "ether" religious group had 
significantly greater odds of believing racial profiling is justified (B=.701). Recoding to 
religious/non-religious, identical to the recoding performed for Model 1, was repeated for 
Model 2. Again, this analysis indicates no significant differences in the religious/non-
religious respondents 
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Hypothesis 3 suggested friendship with the police would increase the odds racial 
profiling is justified. However, hypothesis 3 was not supported in Mode14; individuals with 
friends in the NYPD were no more likely to believe racial profiling is justified than 
respondents who did not have such friendships. 
Several of the control hypotheses receive support in Mode12, while for one 
hypothesis Mode12 presents evidence contrary to the relationship found in the literature. 
Borough of residence again had a significant effect, residents of Brooklyn had three times 
greater odds than residents of Staten Island to report racial profiling is justified (B=1.197). 
Graduates of college (B=-1.232) and recipients of post-grad education (B=-1.465) had lower 
odds of indicating racial profiling is justified, supporting the education hypothesis. Police 
disrespect also decreased the odds of the belief racial profiling is justified (B=-.542), while 
having a good experience with the police increased the odds of racial profiling being justified 
(B=.578). Males show significantly greater odds than females in believing profiling is 
justified (B=.436). Finally, both liberals and moderates were less likely than conservatives to 
believe racial is justified (B=-.889, B=-.782). Respondents reporting income over $75,000 
were more likely (B=.826) to believe racial profiling is justified than their under $15,000 
counterparts, contrary to previous income findings. Marital status, government evaluation, 
employment, bad experience, victimization, school status, and age had no significant effect. 
Model 3: Racially Profiled 
The final model, model3 predicts the odds of a respondent indicating they had 
personally been profiled (1) compared to the odds of having not been profiled (0). This 
model reported the best fit of all the models and a relatively good fit statistic of R2=.507. 
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For personally being profiled, Hypothesis 1 predicts African Americans, Hispanics, 
and "Other" will have greater odds of reporting being racially profiled. Results indicate 
these three groups do have significantly greater odds of reporting being racially profiled than 
Whites. African Americans odds are nearly twelve times greater (B=2.412), while "Other" 
odds are nearly ten times greater (B=2.297), and Hispanics odds are nearly six times greater 
(B=1.748) than Whites to believe they have been profiled. 
In regards to Hypothesis 2, members of religious denominations are no more likely 
than respondents who do not identify with a religion to believe they have been profiled. A 
model using the recoded religious variable provides similar results. Hypothesis 3 also 
receives no support from Model 4; friendship with the NYPD does not significantly reduce 
the odds of being racially profiled. 
Only four of the control variables reach significance in this model; disrespect, bad 
experience, sex, government evaluation. Respondents who experienced disrespect from the 
police were five times more likely to report being profiled (B=1.688), while respondents who 
had a bad experience were two times more likely to report being profiled (B=.765). Those 
who approve of the mayor were less likely to believe they had been profiled, the only 
significant negative effect in the model (B=-.711). Finally, males were over four times more 
likely than females to report being profiled, contrary to the gender hypothesis. 
Summary 
I will now provide a brief summary of the main hypotheses and whether they were 
supported in each of the three full models. A representation of this summary is presented in 
Table 5. Hypothesis 1 was essentially a two piece hypothesis; the first part predicted racial 
minorities would hold negative attitudes towards racial profiling when compared to Whites, 
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it further suggested these attitudes would fall along a continuum of African American to 
Whites, with Hispanic and "Other" attitudes falling close to African Americans, while Asians 
fell closer to Whites. The three models supported both parts of this hypothesis although the 
ordering of the continuum varies. 
Hypothesis 2 predicted religious individual would hold negative racial profiling 
attitudes compared to non-religious individuals. Despite two different approaches to 
identifying religion, the religion hypothesis was not supported. Cross-tabs indicated that 
religion played a part in racial profiling attitudes where Protestants and Non-religious held 
the most negative attitudes, but these effects were not significant in the regression model 
despite using alternate reference categories. However, religion should not be ignored in 
predicting racial profiling attitudes, "Other" religious individuals were more likely to believe 
racial profiling is justified, which documents denominational differences in attitudes towards 
racial profiling. 
Hypothesis 3 tested whether people whom are friends with police officers are less 
critical of racial profiling. These friendships were predicted to lower the odds of individuals 
answering in the affirmative to the three independent variables. This hypothesis receives 
partial support from the data analysis. Individuals with friends in the NYPD were less likely 
to believe racial profiling was widespread than individuals who did not have friends in the 
NYPD, but no significant effects were apparent for the ever profiled variable identified by 
the cross-tabs or being justified. 
In two separate analyses of the data I create an all African American sample and regress 
it to determine the effect of bad experience and police disrespect in African American 
attitudes towards racial profiling. According to research, African Americans are more likely 
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to be stopped, searched, and arrested by the police (Lamberth 1994). Further, the research 
indicates that bad experience leads to negative attitudes towards the police (Weitzer and 
Tuch 2002). Since African Americans have a greater likelihood to be stopped it is likely that 
African Americans have a greater likelihood of negative experiences with the police. 
Therefore, findings of significance in the full sample may in fact be an artifact of more 
frequent contact with the police. In the African American only sample bad experience and 
police disrespect reache significance in only one model, model3 which predicts being racial 
profiled. African Americans who have a bad experience are nearly five times as likely as 
those who did not have a bad experience to believe they have been racially profiled 
(B=1.530). For police disrespect African Americans who experienced disrespect are nearly 
three times more likely those who did not experience disrespect to believe they have been 
profiled (B=.985). These findings indicate that although African Americans are more likely 
to be stopped and logically more likely to have bad experiences, bad experience and police 
disrespect are not the primary predictor of attitudes towards racial profiling for African 
Americans. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS 
Approximately thirty-two million Americans report they have been racially profiled 
(ACLU 2006), the consequences of which can include death, ineffective law enforcement, 
and a wide range of health problems (ACLU 2005, Arrington 2002). The very concept of 
racial profiling violates American values of egalitarianism, by placing a disproportionate 
burden of public safety on readily identifiable social groups, persons of color (Wilson, 
Dunham, and Alpert 2004). Those who are not of a readily identifiable group associated 
with a security problem, in general, do not bear the burden of answering the question whether 
personal gains in safety are large enough to deal with the hassle of additional stops and 
delays by law enforcement. The majority does not have to debate whether a stop was worth 
the chance of catching a murderer or worse a petty drug user. 
Given the number of citizens who report being profiled, it is necessary to understand 
how Americans develop their attitudes toward racial profiling. Understanding racial 
profiling attitudes serves as a monitoring function for the government, it allows for a 
comparison of those who believe they experience racial profiling to traffic stop observations, 
and as a mechanism to improve trust and relations. In light of recent developments with 
immigration reform and border security it is possible Hispanic Americans will begin to bear a 
greater, more intense, burden from both law enforcement and the general populace. It is 
probable that a racial profile of Hispanics as illegal immigrants will gain greater popularity, 
especially in the Southwest. Such a profile will put undue pressure on the Hispanic 
population as they are stopped as potential illegal immigrants. Such actions feed racial 
tension by encouraging racially biased images of minorities in observers and create distrust 
of government in general, specifically the police, in the targeted population. If such a racial 
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profile takes root it will be even more important to study racial profiling attitudes as Hispanic 
attitudes are likely to change. 
The current study sought to improve our understanding of racial profiling attitudes by 
examining the impact of race, religion, and friendship on the belief that racial profiling is 
widespread, justified, and personal experience with profiling. This study appears to be one 
of two studies that attempt to study racial profiling attitudes and the effect of friendship, the 
other being Kim (2004). The results document only one of the hypothesized effects of 
friendship. Respondents who had friends in the NYPD were significantly less likely to 
believe profiling was widespread, but no significant effects exist for being justified or 
profiled. 
The lack of effects maybe due to any number of factors. One possible explanation 
would look at the friend in the police department; the average police officer likely shares as 
much opposition to racial profiling as the general public. Therefore, friendship with the 
police would not push attitudes towards the negative, such as racial profiling being justified, 
since their attitudes are already similar. 
This is the first study on racial profiling to expand the racial categories examined. 
Whereas, previous racial profiling and other attitudinal studies have been limited by the 
inclusion of only African Americans, Whites, and Hispanics this study expands to include 
Asians and "Other" Americans. Due to burgeoning populations, it is becoming increasingly 
important to study the attitudes of Hispanic, "Other," and Asian Americans as these racial 
groups are projected by the U.S. Census to experience the greatest population growth in the 
next fifty years (US Census 2000B). It is not only important to study the attitudes of these 
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groups because of their large projected growth, but because they tend to be what Wilson et al. 
(2004) describes as readily identifiable social groups. 
This study shows the need for an expanded understanding of race by documenting the 
differential attitudes of racial groups. In all three models African Americans were more 
likely than Whites to have negative responses to racial profiling. In two of the models 
Hispanics and "Other" were more likely than Whites to have negative responses to racial 
profiling. However, African Americans were more likely to perceive racial profiling as 
widespread, unjustified, and to have experienced profiling than both Hispanics and "Other." 
In the models where "Other" obtained significance, "Other" respondents are more likely to 
hold negative racial profiling views than Hispanics. While these findings support the racial 
hierarchy attitude pattern of White-Hispanic-Black found in some literature, it exposes 
several weaknesses in the hierarchy. These findings indicate attitudes are dependent on the 
issue. Model 2 indicates that in regards to the belief racial profiling is justified Hispanics 
hold a view very close to that of whites, while Model 3 and 4 indicate Hispanics hold views 
very distant from Whites. Further, the racial attitude hierarchy assumes an overall shared 
minority viewpoint; where in reality, racial subgroups, such as Cubans, may hold different 
views than the larger Hispanic group (Reitzel et al. 2005). This study does not claim to solve 
the problem but is a step in the right direction. However, if I were to construct an attitude 
hierarchy based off of the current information to include the "Other" response category it 
would be designed as follows: White-Hispanic-Other-Black. For these three attitudes, 
"Other" took a viewpoint close to African Americans, but future research needs to evaluate 
these differences in minority viewpoints among a greater variety of attitudes. 
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Although this study added to the racial profiling literature by the inclusion of religion, 
the results fail to demonstrate that religion influenced attitudes towards racial profiling in the 
hypothesized direction. Importantly, an unexpected relationship contradictory to the 
hypothesized relationship was found. As seen in table 4, "Other" religious individuals were 
more likely to believe racial profiling is justified. In my opinion the finding demonstrates the 
need for further investigation of this relationship. Questions such as, what religions does 
"other" include and which of the "other" religions are more likely to believe profiling is 
justified are just a few areas requiring further study. I also believe the literature would 
benefit from further deconstruction of the Protestant category. It is necessary to understand 
denominational differences and to document whether conservative denominations are 
different in regards to profiling attitudes as Burdette et al. (2005) research would suggest. 
As with nearly any study, this study has its limitations. Of primary concern is the 
lack of sufficient diversity in some of the key independent and controls. Low sample size for 
both the Asian and "Other" categories hampered attempts at more extensive analysis of racial 
differences. The small number of respondents in these two categories made it impossible to 
perform split race regressions. Split race regression would determine which variables have 
the greatest impact of racial profiling attitudes for these two racial groups. While a random 
sampling of New York City residents results in this particular racial makeup, future studies 
should either include a larger total sample or an over-sample of Asian and "Other" 
respondents. A general racial minority over-sample would allow for more detailed analyses 
such as split race analysis, which would assist in the discovery of variables important in 
racial profiling attitudes for each individual race. Another limitation is both Jewish and 
"Other" of the religious preference categories experience similar low numbers, but since 
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alternate analyses were not performed on religion, such as split religion regression, this 
limitation appears to be minor. 
An additional limitation of this study is that the sample did not contain sufficient 
variation to perform a multinomial regression. Both binary logistic and multinomial logistic 
regression are powerful tools of statistical analysis suited for specific tasks, but a multinomial 
logistic regression was preferred. One of the original impetuses for this research was to 
discover what types of individuals and their personal backgrounds use the non-
response/don't know option for racial profiling attitudes. Such an analysis requires 
multinomial logistic regression but insufficient sample variation prevented such an analysis. 
Another potential weakness of this study is the date of the survey. Since, the survey 
was taken months before the 9/11 terrorists attacks, these findings may not be an accurate 
representation of current attitudes towards racial profiling. Racial profiling, in general, and 
specifically profiling for the sake of national security may now be viewed more or less 
favorably by the public. As Kim (2004) suggests the attacks may have created a "moral 
crisis" and attitudes may have since changed. 
Despite this data set's limitations there is still great potential for future exploration in 
the data. For example, this data set contains numerous items concerning support and 
appreciation for the local police force which could contribute to the ATP literature. In 
regards to the future there are several areas that I could investigate to expand this study. 
Interaction effects are one such area where I could further this investigation. Interactions of 
race and friendship with the police could provide interesting insight into whether friendship 
and the formation of attitudes towards profiling works differently by race. Additional 
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interaction effects could include race/class, race/experience, gender/race, and gender/class to 
name a few. 
Even though the use of secondary data has its benefits, in hindsight, I would have 
preferred to develop and administer my own survey. By developing my own survey I could 
have included more extensive religious and racial responses, specifically the expansion of the 
"Other" categories to truly understand who these groups are composed of. A measure of 
religiosity with religious denomination could have benefited this study, by truly allowing the 
comparison of self-defined religious persons to the non-religious. Also, I would have 
included likert scale follow up items for the two independent variables, widespread and 
justified, to determine how widespread or justified the respondent believed racial profiling to 
be. Administering a self designed survey has the further advantage of being able to design an 
over-sample of minority respondents. As noted such an over-sample would include the 
necessary diversity for more extensive analysis, such as split-race regressions and possible 
multinomial regression. Although I plan to utilize these and other additions, future studies 
should bear in mind these potential additions in the study of racial profiling attitudes. 
Attitudes have powerful influences in individuals' interactions and it is essential to 
understand what factors influence the formation of such attitudes. It is especially important 
to understand what factors determine attitudes towards police and police practices since such 
attitudes can influence the citizen-police interaction, for example reducing citizen 
compliance. Since racial profiling is a specific police attitude it is necessary to understand 
what determines attitudes towards racial profiling. This research begins to identify just a few 
possible factors that influence attitudes towards racial profiling. While, race remained the 
strongest predictor of racial profiling attitudes, friendship and religion provided interesting 
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effects. Further, extensive investigation of this topic is crucial to understanding how these 
and other variables influence attitudes towards racial profiling. 
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 
Variables N 
Sex 
Male 302 43.2 
Female 397 56.8 
Borough 
Bronx 112 16.0 
Brooklyn 214 30.6 
Manhattan 150 21.5 
Queens 186 26.6 
Staten Island 37 5.3 
Disrespect from Police 
Yes 255 36.5 
No 444 63.5 
Bad Experience 
Yes 115 16.5 
No 584 83.5 
Good Experience 
Yes 432 61.8 
N o 267 38.2 
Victim 
Yes 118 16.9 
No 581 83.1 
Friend in NYPD 
Yes 248 35.5 
No 451 64.5 
Political Philosophy 
Liberal 274 39.2 
Moderate 232 33.2 
Conservative 153 21.9 
Education 
Not High School Grad 66 9.4 
High School Grad 162 23.2 
Some College 233 33.3 
College Grad 179 25.6 
Post Grad 59 8.4 
Income 
Under $15,000 77 11.0 
$15, 000-$30, 000 148 21.2 
$30, 000-$ 50, 000 266 38.1 
$50,000-$75,000 102 14.6 
Over $75,000 106 15.2 
Government Evaluation 
Approve 355 67.7 
Disapprove 169 32.3 
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Table 1: Continued 
Variables N 
Marital Status 
Married 80 11.4 
Single ~ 619 88.6 
Schooling Status 
Student 318 45.5 
Not a Student 381 54.5 
Employment 
Employed 497 71.1 
Unemployed 202 28.9 
Religion 
Protestant 156 22.3 
Catholic 224 32 
Jewish 59 8.4 
Other 72 10.3 
No religion 188 26.9 
Race 
Black 175 25 
Asian 43 6.2 
Other 36 5.2 
White 256 36.6 
Hispanic 189 27.0 
Age in Years 
18 34 4.9 
19 67 9.6 
20 61 8.7 
21 69 9.9 
22 68 9.7 
23 84 12.0 
24 116 16.6 
25 104 14.9 
26 96 13.7 
N 699 
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Table 2: Racial Profiling Attitudes by Independent Variables 
Variable Racial Profiling Widespread 
Widespread Not Widespread 
Sex Male 71.6% 28.4% 
Female 79.5% 20.5% 
Total 76.2% 23.8% 
Racial Profiling Justified 
Justified Not Justified 
Male 27.5% 72.5% 
Female 19.7% 80.3% 
Total 23.1 % 76.9% 
Ever Profiled 
Yes No 
Male 31.5% 68.5% 
Female 15.1 % 84.9% 
Total 22.2% 77.8% 
Borough 
Racial Profiling Widespread 
Widespread Not Widespread 
Bronx 84.6% 
Brooklyn 76.0% 
Manhattan 77.9% 
Queens 73.2% 
Staten Island 58.8% 
Total 76.2% 
Ever Profiled 
Yes 
15.4% 
24.0% 
22.1 
26.8% 
41.2% 
23.8% 
No 
Bronx 31.3% 68.8% 
Brooklyn 25.2% 74.8% 
Manhattan 12.7% 87.3% 
Queens 21.0% 79.0% 
Staten Island 21.6% 78.4% 
Total 22.2% 77.8% 
Disrespect 
Racial Profiling Widespread 
Widespread Not Widespread 
Yes 84.9% 15.1 
No 70.8% 29.2% 
Total 76.2% 23.8% 
Racial Profiling Justified 
Justified Not Justified 
Yes 15.5% 84.5% 
No 27.6% 72.4% 
Total 23.1 % 76.9% 
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Table 2: Continued 
Ever Profiled 
Disrespect 
Yes No 
Yes 46.7% 53.3% 
No 8.1 % 91.9% 
Total 22.2% 77.8% 
Bad Experience 
Racial Profiling Widespread 
Widespread Not Widespread 
Yes 88.9% 11.1 
No 73.5% 28.5% 
Total 76.2% 23.8% 
Racial Profiling Justified 
Justified Not Justified 
Yes 12.6% 87.4% 
No 25.2% 74.8% 
Total 23.1 % 75.9% 
Ever Profiled 
Yes No 
Yes 56.5% 43.5% 
No 15.4% 84.6% 
Total 22.2% 77.8% 
Good Experience 
Racial Profiling Widespread 
Widespread Not Widespread 
Yes 73.1 % 26.9% 
No 80.9% 19.1% 
Total 76.2% 23.8% 
Racial Profiling Justified 
Justified Not Justified 
Yes 26.9% 73.1 
No 16.9% 83.1% 
Total 23.1 % 76.9% 
Ever Profiled 
Yes No 
Yes 18.3% 81.7% 
No 28.5% 71.5% 
Total 22.2% 77.8% 
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Table 2: Continued 
Ever Profiled 
Yes No 
Victim Yes 31.4% 68.6% 
No 20.3% 79.7% 
Total 22.2% 77.8% 
Friend in NYPD Yes 
No 
Total 
Ever Profiled 
Yes No 
30.2% 
17.7% 
22.2% 
69.8% 
82.3% 
77.8% 
Racial Profiling Widespread 
Widespread Not Widespread 
Political Philosophy Liberal 81.7% 1 S.3% 
Moderate 74.7% 25.3% 
Conservative 68.4% 31.6% 
Total 76.2% 23.8% 
Racial Profiling Justified 
Justified Not Justified 
Liberal 19.1 % 80.9% 
Moderate 21.7% 78.3% 
Conservative 32.9% 67.1 
Total 23.1 % 76.9% 
Religion 
Racial Profiling Widespread 
Widespread Not Widespread 
Protestant 84.2% 15.8% 
Catholic 74.0% 26.0% 
Jewish 64.6% 35.4% 
Other 70.3% 29.7% 
None 77.2% 22.8% 
Total 76.2% 23.8% 
Racial Profiling Justified 
Justified Not Justified 
Protestant 17.9% 82.1 
Catholic 21.2% 78.8% 
Jewish 31.6% 68.4% 
Other 37.3% 62.7% 
None 21.3% 78.7% 
Total 23.1 % 76.9% 
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Table 2: Continued 
Ever Profiled 
Yes No 
Religion Protestant 29.5% 70.5% 
Catholic 21.9% 78.1 
Jewish 5.1 % 94.9% 
Other 15.3% 84.7% 
None 24.5% 75.5% 
Total 22.2% 77.8% 
Education 
Racial Profiling Widespread 
Widespread Not W idespread 
Post Grad 80.8% 19.2% 
HS Grad 79.2% 20.8% 
Some College 77.9% 22.1 
College Grad 75.5% 24.5% 
No HS Grad 60.0% 40.0% 
Total 76.2% 23.8% 
Ever Profiled 
Yes No 
Post Grad 8.5% 91.5% 
HS Grad 31.5% 68.5% 
Some College 26.2% 73.8% 
College Grad 12.8% 87.2% 
No HS Grad 22.7% 77.3% 
Total 22.2% 77.8% 
Employment 
Racial Profiling Widespread 
Widespread Not Widespread 
Employed 78.6% 21.4% 
Unemployed 69.7% 30.3% 
Total 76.2% 23.8% 
Race 
Racial Profiling Widespread 
Widespread Not W idespread 
White 64.7% 35.3% 
Black 86.7% 13.3% 
Asian 73.0% 27.0% 
Hispanic 80.0% 20.0% 
Other 80.6% 19.4% 
Total 76.2% 23.8% 
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Table 2: Continued 
Racial Profiling Justified 
Justified Not Justified 
Race White 29.0% 71.0% 
Black 11.7% 88.3% 
Asian 28.2% 71.8% 
Hispanic 25.8% 74.2% 
Other 15.2% 84.8% 
Total 23.1 % 76.9% 
Ever Profiled 
Yes No 
White 5.1 % 94.9% 
Black 41.7% 58.3% 
Asian 9.3% 90.7% 
Hispanic 27.0% 73.0% 
Other 38.9% 61.1 
Total 22.2% 77.8% 
Racial Profiling Widespread 
Government Evaluation Widespread Not Widespread 
Approve 67.6% 32.4% 
Disapprove 87.7% 12.3% 
Total 76.2% 23.8% 
Racial Profiling Justified 
Justified Not Justified 
Approve 28.1 % 71.9% 
Disapprove 16.1 % 83.9% 
Total 23.1 % 76.9% 
Ever Profiled 
Yes No 
Approve 13.1 % 86.9% 
Disapprove 35.3% 64.7% 
Total 22.2% 77.8% 
Note: Chi-Square significance at p<.05 
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Table 3: Reference Categories 
Variable Reference Category 
Sex Female 
Borough Staten island 
Disrespect from Police No 
Bad Experience No 
Good Experience No 
Victim No 
Friend in NYPD No 
Political Philosophy Conservative 
Education Not HS Grad 
Income Under $15,000 
Marital Status Single 
Schooling Status Not Student 
Employment Unemployed 
Government Evaluation Disapprove 
Religion Non-Religious 
Race White 
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Table 5: Outcomes of Individual Hypothesis Tests 
Hypothesis Supported Partially Supported Not Supported 
H1: Race X 
H2: Religion X 
H3: Friendship X 
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